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AssISTANT COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS.
Fts'rederick A, Tennant to be Assistant Commissioner of Pat-
en
POSTMASTERS.
IDAHO,

Alfred J. Dunn, at Wallace, Idaho.

: OHIO.
William D. Archer, at Pleasant City, Ohio.

WITHDRAWAL.
Ewzecutive nomination withdrawn from the Senate May 8, 1909.

Ernest W. Lewis, of Arizona, to be associate justice of the
supreme court of the Territory of Arizona, vice Richard E.
Sloan, resigned.

. SENATE.
Moxpay, May 10, 1909.

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m.

Prayer by Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, of the city of Washington.

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday last was read and
approved.

DISCRIMINATIONS AND MONOPOLIES IN COAL AND OIL.

- The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the Interstate Commerce Commission, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report of the investigation by the Inter-
gtate Commerce Commission into the subject of railroad dis-
criminations and monopolies in coal and oil (8. Doc. No. 39),
which, with the accompanying paper, was referred to the Com-
mittee on Interstate Commerce and ordered to be printed.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The VICE-PRESIDENT presented a joint resolution of the
legislature of Wisconsin, which was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations and ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Joint resolution memorlalizing p(é::grm In regard to international
e.

Whereas the ro?'ress of industry and the happiness and prosperity
of the Eﬁuple of all countries depends upon the maintenance of peace
among the nations of the world; and

Whereas international wars have resulted usually from jealousies
due In a large d to mutual misunderstandings which could have
been made clear by conferences and investigations; and

Whereas it would promote the progress of peace in International
relations to have a parliamentary union at stated intervals, composed
of delegates from all nations; and

‘Whereas the friendly relations existing between the United States
and all nations make it IIpecuIiarly fitting that the proposal should
mﬁe j'.}'um tbhvlsmcount.ry :M he(l;ehfm he“}t .

£80 ¢ assembly ¢ senate concurring), That we respect-
fully memorialize the Con of the United Stales to Initiate pro-
ings to invite the natlons of the world to send delegates to an

interparliamentary union for the gnrpose of and establishing
a system of internatiomal arbitration and investigation of disputes be-
tween nations and to arr for a rmanent interparliamentary
union at stated intervals; and be it further
the foregoing be immediately transmitted
the President of the United States, the

President of the Senate of the United States, and the S er of the
House of resentatives, and to each of the Senators and Representa-
tives from this State. -
L. H. BANCROFT,
Speaker of the Assembly.

JOHN BTRANGE
President of the Renate.

C. B
Ohicf Clerk of the Assembly.
F. H. ANDREWS
Chief Olerk of the Nenate.

The VICE-PRESIDENT presented a petition of sundry citi-
zens of Chicago, Ill., praying for the repeal of the duty on
hides, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of the Commercial Exchange of
Philadelphia, Pa., praying for the ratification of a reciprocity
treaty with Canada by which all the products of that country
shall be given entry into the United States upon payment of
tariff duties not exceeding the duties charged by the government
of the Dominion of Canada upon similar articles that are the
&rgfluctso!theﬂmtedstatea. which was ordered to lie on the

e,a

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of New York,
Ohio, Pennsylvania, New Mexico, Wyoming, Delaware, South
Carolina, North Dakota, Kentucky, and Missouri, praying for a
reduction of the duty on raw and refined sugars, which were
ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. KEAN presented a petition of sundry manufacturers of
pen and pocket knives, of Sussex and Newark, N. J., praying
for the retention of the proposed duty on imported kmnives or
erasers, which was ordered to lie on the table,
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He also presented a petition of sundry shoe manufacturers, of
Newark, N. J., praying for the repeal of the duty on hides, which
was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of Mickleton Grange, No. 111,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Swedesboro, N. J., praying for a re-
duction of the duty on raw and refined sugars, which was
ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a memorial of Local Union No. 8, Cigar
Makers' International Union of America, of Paterson, N. J., re-
monstrating against the repeal of the duty on cigars imported
gttl)lln the Philippine Islands, which was ordered to lie on the

e.
BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. BURKETT:

A bill (8. 2207) amending sections 2307 and 2308, Revised
Statutes, United States—additional homestead; to the Com-
mittee on Public Lands.

A bill (8. 2208) granting an increase of pension to Wesley
Coppock ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr, CUGGENHEIM :

A bill (8. 2209) authorizing the appointment of M. J. Ho-
garty, captain, United States Army, retired, to the rank and
grade of brigadier-general on the retired list of the army (with
the accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 2300) granting an increase of pension to Franklin
Stauter;

A bill (8. 2301) granting a pension to Mary Bell;

A blli (8. 2302) granting an increase of pension to Cassius B,
Kimball;

A bill (8. 2303) to increase the pensions of certain persons
now on the pension rolls under the general laws; and

A Dbill (8. 2304) granting an increase of pension to Charles W.
Eaton (with the accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. KEAN:

A bill (8, 2305) granting an increase of pension to George B.
Ean ;‘%‘elt (with the accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on

ensions,

AMENDMENT TO THE TARIFF BILL.

Mr. BURTON suobmitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equal-
ize duties, and encourage the indusiries of the United States,
and for other purposes, which was ordered to lie on the table
and be printed.

AFFAIRS IN PORTO RICO.

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following
message from the President of the United States (8. Doc. No.
40), which was read, and, with the accompanying papers, re-
ferred to the Committee on Pacific Islands and Porto Rico and
ordered to be printed.

To the Senate and House of Represeniatives:

An emergency has arisen in Porto Rico which makes it neces-
sary for me to invite the attention of the Congress to the af-
fairs of that island and to recommend legislation at the pres-
ent extra session amending the act under which the island is
governed.

The regular session of the legislative assembly of Porto
Rico adjourned March 11 last without passing the usual ap-
propriation bills. A special session of the assembly was at once
convened by the governor, but after three days, on March 16,
it again adjourned without making the appropriations. This
leaves the island government without provision for its support
after June 30 next. The situation presented is therefore of
unusual gravity.

The present government of Porto Rico was established by
what is known as the Foraker Act, passed April 12, 1900, and
taking effect May 1, 1900. Under that act the chief executive
is a governor appointed by the President and confirmed by the
Senate. A secretary, attorney-general, ireasurer, auditor, com-
missioner of the interior, and commissioner of education, to-
gether with five other appointees of the President, constitute
the executive council. The executive council must have in its
membership not less than five native Porto Ricans, The legis-
lative power is vested in the legislative assembly, which has
two coordinate branches. The first of these is the executive
council just described, and the second is the house of delegates,
a popular and representative body with members elected by the
qualified electors of the seven districts into which the island
is divided.

The statute directing how the expenses of government are to
be provided leaves some doubt whether this function is not com-
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mitted solely to the executive counecil; but in practice the legis-
Jative assembly has made appropriations for all the expenses
other than for salaries fixed by Congress; and it is too late to
reverse that construction.

Ever since the institution of the present assembly, the house
of delegates has uniformly held up the appropriation bills until
the last minute of the regular session, and has sought to use the
power to do so as a means of compelling the concurrence of the
executive couneil in legislation which the house desired.

In the last regular legislative assembly the house of delegates
passed a bill dividing the island into several counties and pro-
viding county governments; a bill to establish manual-training
schools, a bill for the establishment of an agricultural bank, a
bill providing that vacancies in the offices of mayors and coun-
cilmen be filled by a vote of the municipal councils instead of by
the governor, and a bill putting in the control of the largest tax-
payers in each municipal district the selection in great part of
the assessors of property.

The executive council declined to concur in these bills; it ob-
jected to the agricultural bank bill on the ground that the reve-
nues of the island were not sufficlent to carry out the plan pro-
posed, and to the manual training school bill because in plain
violation of the Foraker Act. It objected to the change in the
law concerning the appraisement of property on the ground that
the law was intended to put too much power in respect of the
appraisement of property for taxation in the hands of those
having the most property to tax. The chief issue was a bill
making all the judges in municipalities elective. Under previous
legislation there are 26 municipal judges who are elected to
office. By this bill it was proposed to increase the elective
judges from 26 to 66 in number and at the same time to abolish
the justices of the peace. The change was objected to on the
ground that the election of municipal judges had already inter-
fered with the efficient and impartial administration of justice,
had made the judges all of one political faith, and a mere po-
litical instrument in the hands of the central committee of the
Unionist or dominant party. The attitude of the executive coun-
cil in refusing to pass these bills led the house of delegates to
refuse to pass the necessary appropriation bills.

The facts recited demonstrate the willingness of the represent-
atives of the people in the house of delegates to subvert the
government in order to secure the passage of certain legisla-
tion. The question whether the proposed legislation should be
enacted into law was left by the fundamental act to the joint
action of the executive council and the house of delegates as
the legislative assembly. The house of delegates proposes itself
to secure this legislation without respect to the opposition of
the executive council, or else to pull down the whole govern-
ment. This spirit, which has been growing from year to year
in Porto Rico, shows that too great power has been vested in
the house of delegates and that its members are not sufficiently
alive to their oath-taken responsibility for the maintenance of
the government to justify Congress in further reposing in them
absolute power to withhold appropriations necessary for the
government’s life.

For these reasons I recommend an amendment to the Foraker
Act, providing that whenever the legislative assembly shall
adjourn without making the appropriations necessary to earry
on the government sums equal to the appropriations made in
the previous year for the respective purposes shall be available
from the current revenues and shall be drawn by the warrant
of the auditor on the treasurer and countersigned by the gov-
ernor. Such a provision applies to the legislatures of the
Philippines and Hawaii, and it has prevented in those two coun-
tries any misuse of the power of appropriation.

The house of delegates sent a committee of three to Wash-
ington, while the executive council was represented by the
secretary and a committee consisting of the attorney-general
and the auditor. I referred both commitiees to the Secretary
of the Interior, whose report, with a letter from Governor Post
and the written statements of both committees, accompanies this
message.

I have had one personal interview with the committee repre-
senting the house of delegates and suggested to them that if the
house of delegates would pass the appropriation bill without
insisting upon the passage of the other bills by the executive
council I would send a representative of the Government to
Porto Rico to make an investigation and report in respect to
the proposed legislation. Their answer, which shows them not
to be In a compromising mood, was as follows:

If the legislative assembly of Porto Rico would be called to an ex-
traordinary session exclusively to pass an npprogﬂatlon bill, tnking
into consideration the state of affairs down the island and the hig
dissatisfaction produced by the intolerant attitude of the executive
council, and also taking Into consideration the absolute resistance of the

house to do any act agninst its own dignity and the dignity of the
country, it is the opinion of these commlissioners that no agreement

would be attained unless the council feel disposed to accept the amend-
ments of the house of delegates,

However, if in the Eroclamation calling for an extraordinary session
the judiclal and municipal reforms would be mentioned, and if the
executive councll would accept that the
be abolished and municlpal judges creat in every municipallty, and
that vacancles occurring In mnforshlps and judgeships be filled by the
munieipal couneils, as provided in the so-called * municipal bills " passed
by the house in its last session, then the commissioners believe that the
appropriation bills will be passed in the house as Introduced In the
council without delay.

Porto Rico has been the favored daughter of the United States.
The sovereignty of the island in 1899 passed to the United States
with the full consent of the people of the island.

Under the law all the customs and internal-revenue taxes are
turned info the freasury of Porto Rico for the maintenance of
the island government, while the United States pays out of its
own Treasury the cost of the local army, i. e., a full Porto Rican
regiment, the revenue vessels, the light-house service, the coast
surveys, the harbor improvements, the marine-hospital support,
the post-office deficit, the weather bureau, and the upkeep of
the agricultural experiment stations.

Very soon after the change of sovereignty a cyclone destroyed
a large part of Porto’ Rican coffee culture; $200,000 was ex-
pended from the United States Treasury to buy rations for
those left in distress. The island is policed by 700 men and
complete tranquillity reigns.

Before American control 87 per cent of the Porto Ricans were
unable to read or write, and there was not in this island, con-
taining a million people, a single building constructed for pub-
lic instruction, while the enrollment of pupils in such schools as
there were—551 in number—was but 21,000. To-day in the
island there are 160 such buildings, and the enrollment of pupils
in 2,400 schools has reached the number of 87,000. The year
before American sovereignty there was expended $35,000 in
gold for public education. Under the present government there
is expended for this purpose a total of a million dollars a year.

When the Americans took control there were 172 miles of
macadamized road. Since then there have been constructed
452 miles more, mostly in the mountains, making in all now a
total of 624 miles of finely planned and admirably constructed
macadamized roads—as good roads as there are in the world.

In the course of the administration of this island, the United
States medical authorities discovered a disease of tropical
ansmia which was epidemic and was produced by a microbe
called the “hook worm.” It so much impaired the energy of
those who suffered from it, and so often led to complete pros-
tration and death, that it became necessary to undertake its
cure by widespread governmental effort. I am glad to say
that 250,000 natives, or one-fourth of the entire population,
have been treated at government expense, and the effect has
been much to reduce the extent and severity of the disease,
and to bring it under control. Substantially every person in
the island has been vaccinated, and smallpox has practically
disapppeared.

There is complete free trade between Porto Rico and the
United States, and all customs duties collected in the United
States on Porto Riean products subsequent to the date of
Spanish evacuation, amounting to nearly $3,000,000, have been
refunded to the island treasury. The loss to the revenues of
the United States from the free admission of Porto Rican
products is $15,000,000 annually. The wealth of the island is
directly dependent upon the cultivation of the soil to cane,
tobacco, coffee, and fruit, for which we in America provide the
market. Without our fostering benevolence the business of
Porto Rico would be as prostrate as are some of the neighbor-
ing West Indian Islands. Before Ameriean control, the trade
balance against the island was over $12,500,000, while the pres-
ent balance of trade in favor of the island is $2,500,000. The
total of exports and imports has increased from about
$22,000,000 before American sovereignty to $56,000,000 at the
present day. At the date of the American occupation the
estimated value of all agricultural land was about $30,000,000.
Now the appraised value of the real property in the island
reaches $100,000,000. The expenses of government before
American control were $2,960,000, while the receipts were
$3,644,000. For the year 1906 the receipts were $4,250,000, and
the expenditure was $4,084,000. Of the civil servants in the
ecentral government, 343 are Americans and 2,548 are native
Porto Ricans. There never was a time in the history of the
island when the average prosperity of the Porto Rican has been
higher, when his opportunity has been greater, when his liberty
of thought and action was more secure.

Representatives of the house of delegates insist in their ap-
peals to Congress and to the public that, from the standpoint
of a free people, the Porto Ricans are now subjected under
American control to political oppression and to a much less
liberal government than under that of Spain. To prove this

resent justices of the peace
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they refer to the provisions of a royal decree of 1897, pro-
mulgated in November of that year. The decree related to the
government of Porto Rico and Cuba and was undoubtedly a
great step forward in granting a certain sort of antonomy to the
people of the two islands. The war followed within a few
months after its promulgation, and it is impossible to say what
its practical operation would have been. It was a tentative
arrangement, revocable at the pleasure of the Crown, and had
in its provisions aunthority for the governor-general to suspend
all of the laws of the legislature of the islands until approved
or disapproved at home, and to suspend at will all constitu-
tional guaranties of life, liberty, and property supposed to be
the basis of civil liberty and free institutions. The insular
legislature had no power to enact new laws or to amend exist-
ing laws governing property rights or the life and liberty of
the people. The jurisdiction to pass these remained in the
hands of the National Cortes and included the mass of code
laws governing the descent and distribution and transfer of
property and contracts and torts, land laws, notarial laws,
laws of waters and mines, penal statutes, civil, eriminal, and
administrative procedure, organic laws of the munieipalities,
election laws, the code of commerce, and so forth. In contrast
with this, under its present form of government, the fisland
legislature possesses practically all the powers of an American
commonwealth, and the constitutional guaranties of its in-
habitants, instead of being subject to suspension by executive
discretion, are absolutely guaranteed by act of Congress. The
great body of substantive law now in force in the island,
political, civil, and criminal code, codes of political, civil, and
criminal procedure, the revenue, municipal, electoral, fran-
chise, educational, police and public works laws, and the like,
has been enacted by the people of the island themselves, as no
law ean be put upon the statute books unless it has received
the approval of the representative lower house of the legis-
lature. In no single case has the Congress of the United States
intervened to annul or control acts of the legislative assembly.
For the first time in the history of Porto Rico the island is
living under laws enacted by its own legislature.

It is idle, however, to compare political power of the Porto
Ricans under the royal decree of 1807, when their capacity to
exercise it with benefit to themselves was never, in fact, tested,
with that which they have under the Foraker Act. The ques-
tion we have before us is whether their course since the adop-
tion of the Foraker Act does not show the necessity for with-
holding from them the absolute power given by that act to the
legislative assembly over appropriations, when the house of
delegates as a coordinate branch of that assembly shows itself
willing and anxious to use such absolute power, not to support
and maintain the government, but to render it helpless. If the
Porto Ricans desire a-change in the form of the Foraker Act,
this is a matter for congressional consideration dependent on
ihe effect of such n change on the real political progress in the
island. Such a change should be sought in an orderly way, and
not brought to the attention of Congress by paralyzing the arm
of the existing government. I do not doubt that the terms of
the existing fundamental act might be improved, certainly in
qualifying some of its provisions as to the respective jurisdiec-
tions of the executive council and the legislative assembly;
and I suggest to Congress the wisdom of submitting to the
appropriate committees this question of revision. But no action
of this kind should be begun until after, by special amendment
of the Foraker Act, the absolute power of appropriation is
taken away from those who have shown themselves too irre-
sponsible to enjoy it.

In the desire of certain of their leaders for political power,
Porto Ricans have forgotten the generosity of the TUnited
States in its dealings with them. This should not be an occa-
gion for surprise, nor in dealing with a whole people can it be
made the basis of a charge of ingratitude. When we, with the
consent of the people of Porto Rico, assumed guardianship over
them and the guidance of their destinies, we must have been
conscious that a people that had enjoyed so little opportunity
for education could not be expected safely for themselves to
exercise the full power of self-government; and the present
development is only an indication that we have gone somewhat
too fast in the extension of political power to them for their
own good.

The change recommended may not immediately convince those
controlling the house of delegates of the mistake they have made
in the extremity to which they have been willing to resort for
political purposes, but in the long run it will secure more careful
and responsible exercise of the power they have.

There is not the slightest evidence that there has been on the
part of the governor or of any member of the executive council

a disposition to usurp authority, or to withhold approval of
such legislation as was for the best interests of the island, or a
lack of sympathy with the best aspirations of the Porto Rican

people.
War, H. TAFT,

Tae Waite House, May 10, 1909.

THE TARIFF.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed and
the bill on the calendar is in order,

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equalize
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes.

Mr. HALE. I think, as there may be important votes taken,
we should have a quorum present.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Maine suggests
the absence of a quorum. The Secretary will call the roll.

The Secretary called the roll and the following Senators
answered to their names: .

Bacon Clay Hale Piles
Beveridge Crane Heyburn Rayner
Bradley Crawford Hughes Rtoot
Briggs Cullom Johnston, Ala. Bcott
Bristow Cummins Jones Shively
Brown Curtis {ean Bmith, 8. C.
Bulkeley pe La Follette Smoot
Burkett Dick odge . Stephenson
Burnham Dolliver MeLaurin Stone
Burrows Fletcher Nelson Sutherland
Burton Flint Oliver Taliaferro
Chamber e ge Taylor
Clape Gallinger Paynter Warner
Clark, Wyo. Gamble enrose

Clarke, Ark. Guggenhelm Perkins

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Fifty-eight Senators have answered
to the roll call. A quorum is present. The Secretary will
state the pending amendment

The SEcRETARY. The pending amendment is on page 60, para-
graph 180. The committee proposes to sirike out paragraph
180 in the following words: “180. Lead in sheets, pipe, shot,
glaziers’ lead, and lead wire, 1{ cents per pound,” and to insert
a new paragraph 180, as follows:

180. Lead dross, lead bullion or base bullion, lead in
lead in any form not specially provided for in this nectip
lead run into blocks and bars, and old scrap lead fit o
manufactured ; all the foregoing, 23 cents per pound: lea
plpe, shot, glaziers’ lead, and lead wire, 2} cents per pound.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President—

Mr. BEVERIDGE Will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. HEYBURN. I yield to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. BEVERIDGE On Baturday the Senator from Montana
[Mr CarteEr] submitted some observations to the Senate on the
vast extent of information which the Senate has. Of course
the Senate understood the speech very well. It did not have
any misapprehension, I think; but that the country may not, I
send to the clerk’s desk and ask to have read the following

paragraph.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the paragraph
will be read.

The SECRETARY. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, April 30, page 1640:

As a foundation for a perfect protective system In this country, we
ought to be armed with full information as to comparative cost of
production of every article without and within this cou.nfil?. For the
most part we have not such facts before us. 1 presume one would
go through the eight or ten thousand pages of House hearings he could
pick rlg: considerable along that line. ut nothing is presented to us in
an orderly, logieal, or accurate manner upon this most important sub-
ect. As 1 am forced to act without the information which I would
ike to have to ald me In the duty of fixing rates, I feel more than ever
the necessity of some commission or bureau whose duty it shall be to
nscertain these facts every year and keep Congress infi upon them.
1 do not think we need a commission to judgment on what we
Congress is charged with the duty of exercising the judg-
ment. We should have a commission or bureau to furn the fac
upon which the judgment could be based.

Mr, HALE. What is the Secretary reading from?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am going to explain to the Senate what
the Secretary is reading from.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. From the CoNGRESSIONAL REc-

RD——
Mr. HALH, I desire before the explanation to know what the
Secretary is reading from.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. From the speech of Hon. PorTER J. Mc-
Cumber, Senator from North Dakota, a member of the Finance
Committee. ;

Mr. HALE. It had not yet been stated.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It was a speech made on this floor, and
when I hear the statement made here—— ,

Mr. HALE. I wanted to have it stated where the Secretary
was reading from. The Senator does not need to state it to me,
because it has been stated.

igs and bars,
, 0ld refuse
to be re-
in sheets,

0
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" Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do state it again.

Mr. President, this utterance, and I do not intend to com-
ment at all upon it, is the deliberate expression of a member of
the Finance Committee,

But with the indulgence of the Senator from Idaho I send to
the desk to have read one sentence——

Mr. HALE. From whom? -

Mr. BEVERIDGE. This excerpt is the statement of the
chairman of the Finance Committee of the Senate, and it con-
tains two sentences. .

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Withont objection, the Secretary
will read as requested.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I shall be glad to have it read.

The VIOE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the page.

The SECRETARY. CONGRESSIONAL REecorp, May 4, 1909, page
1719:

Mr. President, I have no knowledge whatever of anything that trans-
Ell‘ed before the Committee on Ways and Means, I have never read the

earings before that body. 1 have no kmowledge or idea about any
statement that was made before that committee.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President:

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I will have to let comment
be reserved for some future time.

Mr. ALDRICH. That special remark which the Secretary has
read was in regard fo the duty on orange mineral, which I had
not read. I had no idea of making any such statement, because
I have— -

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will state to the Senator the only object
I had was to quote statements from members of the Finance
Committee a paragraph long, so that the country may under-
stand, as I think the Senate does, the very eloquent speech of
the Senator from Montana., I merely submit this and ask that
it may go to the country; that is all

Mr. ALDRICH. If the Scnator means to intimate to the
country that I am not familiar with this subject, that is all
right. I have given thirty years' study to it. I, of course, have
not brought to that study the ability of the Senator from In-
diana, but such as I have I have brought to the consideration
of this question. If the Senator will give a fraction of time
and attention to this business that I have, he will serve his
country and his constituents much better than he will by de-
claiming against everybody for lack of information,

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, there was no criticism of
the Senator from Rhode Island——

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I think Senators must
defer——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. In order to answer the Senator from
Montana——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho declines
to yield further.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. At least I have submitted sufficient for
this morning.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho declines
to yield further.

Mr. FLINT. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho declines
to yield further,

Mr. HEYBURN. I think, it being largely a question of per-
sonal statement, it should be deferred.

:EuThe VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator declines to yield
rther.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I think we, perhaps, some-
times enact legislation that does not completely meet the re-
quirements of the occasion for want of accurate information.
That is perhaps the fault of no one, and yet the fault of all
who participate in it. I have listened with very much interest
to the discussion of this lead question by certain Senators, and

the terms and conditions under which it is extracted. It
changes with every day in the year.

Bear in mind that when we speak of these mines no one man
is interested in or profits by the conditions in his neighbor's
mine, and because the conditions at a certnin mine may be such
that a very large and inordinate profit is reached from the
conditions under which the ore is mined to-day or at any time,
yet the neighboring mine is the victim or the subject of a differ-
ing condition that has no application and derives no benefit
whatever from the first mine.

A few mines in the world have commenced to pay from the
time of discovery, but so few that they are scarcely worth taking
into consideration. Ordinarily it requires the expenditure—and
I am now speaking of lead mines—of a large amount of money
before any returns come to the party mining. Hundreds of
thousands of dollars are necessary, and then when you find the
ore it is not a mining proposition at once. You must put it in
such a shape that it ecan be mined to advantage—that is, at a
profit. To sink a shaft down in the earth and strike solid
galena ore does not mean that you have a mine ready for pro-
duction. In the first place, you must sink the shaft down or
run a drift for mining works of some kind until you have the
ore in such a shape that you can fake it out to advantage.
Then, when you take it out, it is not all ore.

The greater part of the substance extracted from the mines is
waste. It costs just as much to break a ton of waste and take
it out as it does to break a ton of ore and take it out. The wages
and the expense of breaking the ton of waste must be charged
against the total ore output.

Then again, you strike a rich body of ore and extract it and
you find you have exhausted the ore immediately available.
You go to work to find another ore bank and you extend all
you took out of the first one and perhaps more before you find
another one.

Ore does not ever lie solid in veins. Ore is found in veins,
but it does not constitute all the veins. Ordinarily it lies in
pipes within the veins or in the shape of bonanzas within the
veins. Sometimes there is nothing to connect these ore bodies
of value except little stringers, sometimes nothing at all. I
have known many mines where after having exhausted one ore
body they would run hundreds or thousands of feet to find an-
other. Nobody ever mines ore by lifting it up. Ore must be
stoped down. You must get under it and then break it down,
and then raise it or haul it to the surface.

I thought it might be instructive to bring a piece of ore or
two into the Hall this morning, in order that those not familiar
with it may know something of it. There is a piece of lead ore
[exhibiting] from one of the preminent mines in Idaho, It
looks very rich. It is a very enticing piece of galena. But that
ore could not be smelted in the condition in which it is here pre-
sented. It must be concentrated. That piece of ore will con-
centrate 3 tons of crude ore into 1 ton of ore ready for the
smelter. It contains about 40 per cent lead. It happens to be
rich in silver. It contains about 55 ounces in silver to the ton.
1f any Senator desires to see it more closely, I will send it by
a page or he can send a page for it, but it illustrates the propo-
gition I have made—that what is mined isnot ore, and that when
you say the wages of two men amount to §8 a day, and if they
mine 2 tons then it costs only $4 a ton to mine it, your calenla-
tion is wrong, because the thing they have mined was not the
ore ready for the smelter, but it was crude ore.

Now, that is an exceptionally high-grade piece of ore. The
majority of the ore in the camp is in such a shape that it takes
from 8 to 10 tons of ore to concentrate into 1 ton of ore. We
call that product “ concentrate.” It varies in every mine and in
every stope of every mine and in every day’s work in every

e.

I have been impressed with the idea that if they knew more | min

of the subject in its details they would perhaps have arrived
at other conclusions than those which they expressed. I do
not say that as a reflection upon either the industry or the in-
telligence of any Senator. It is a condition that is frequently
applicable in all walks of life, public and private.

The question has been discussed from the supposititious stand-
point that ore is lying loose in or on the ground, and that you
go out and the cost of mining consists in picking it up and put-
ting it in sacks or transporting it to the mill. I think it might
be practicable to give some specific facts in regard to this mat-
ter. There are not two mines in the United States that are
similar in all particulars. There are not two mines in the
United States from which ore may be uniformly extracted at a
uniform price. There are not two months in the year when any
mine in the United States represents the same condition of
expense as to the extraction or as to the quantity extracted or

So you can not make & hard and fast rule, such as that demon-
strated by the figures of the Senator from Kansas the other day
in determining the exact cost of producing ore, and you ecan not
take up the gquestion as one of averages of all the ore, because,
as I said, one man may prosper and another starve to death. I
have in mind a mine in our own camp that produces a million
dollars and does not concentrate a ton of it. It comes out of the
ground rich enough to ship and make a profit of perhaps a mil-
lion or a million and a quarter of dollars a year to the owner.
There is no such mine elsewhere in the world that I have ever
heard of.

You can not estimate the equities of this case upon the basis
of that mine. I know of another mine close by it where the
profit to the owner is only $1.80 a ton. I know of a mine in
which one stope shipped clean ore that needed no concentrating,
and the next stope required 7 tons to be concentrated into 1.
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I have here another piece of ore [exhibiting] of a different char-
acter, a very much richer ore than the other one, although perhaps
no one would suspect it by looking at it. It contains about 120
ounces of silver to the ton, about 8 per cent lead, and about $0
in copper. But that ore could not be treated by any known
process without concentrating. The base of it is gangue, as we
call it—I mean carbonate of iron—which is by far the greater
proportion of it. It is an interesting specimen of ore, but it
would not do to legislate upon the basis of that piece of ore,
because right near that property is one that had to close
down during the time when the duty on lead and ore was just
half what it is now; it could not work at all because it did not
make money enough to pay the running expenses.

That is the way it is all through that country, and that which
is true of that country is true of other mineral countries. So
we must not be led away by the idea that we can average
and balance all these things, to do which is to starve one man to
death whils another man may perhaps live and make money.

A Tittle practical experience demonstrates the truth of this
statement. - At the time the duty on lead was cut in two that
which is now the second largest mine in Idaho closed down be-
cause it reduced the price of lead from 4% to 24, and the mine
could mot work at 24, Yet under the present duties that mine
works and produces perhaps from two million to two million
and a quarter in value of ore in a year. It can do it only be-
cause lead is 4 cents or upward. It will close when lead goes
below $3.75—they say below $4, but I will be liberal in my esti-
mate, Now, if you close that mine down, you will throw a thou-
sand or twelve hundred men out of employment at the mine.
That is what they did. I do not have to guess or prophesy
about it.

We do not have to guess or prophesy as to the effect of re-
ducing the tariff on lead or lead ore. We know from experience
what the result will be. The great Morning mine, with its great
concentrator, stopped and stood still during the time when lead
bore the duty of one-half of that which it bears to-day, and if
you reduce it the same condition will result naturally. There
is no use in presenting theory and argument against conditions
of this kind.

If all the ore that was mined was ready for shipment, you
could see that so many men working so many hours produce a
ton of ore and that the ore is worth so much. In the first place,
you have got to prepare for extracting this ore. Take the great
Bunker Hill mine. It run a tunnel that was T feet high, if
my recollection is accurate, and I think it is, and 83 feet wide
for 2 miles, and it spent a couple of million dellars in doing it.

It was absolutely necessary, because they had reached a depth
beyond or below which they could not go with shafts, and they
had to go down 2 miles away and start a tunnel. That is
chargeable properly against the ore that comes out of the
mine.

A mine when it is worked out is no longer of any value.
Worked-out mines, having all the ore that would be available
taken out of them, are of no value. They are not like a wheat
field, they are not like an ordinary commodity, because the
working of them is the exhaustion of them. The profits that
you derive from them from year to year is merely a partial
payment on the mine. %

When this ore is taken out of the mine, the average, I may
say, is 7 tons of crude ore to 1 ton of concentrates. In other
words, it cost $7.71 a ton to produce the crude ore in the Coeur
d’Alene camp last year; and I use that because the Coeunr
d'Alene camp produces practically one-third of the lead of the
United States, and it is all within one county—the county in
which I live. I took the gross product of tons, and I took the
wages paid actually—not theoretically or speculatively—and I
divided them for the purpose of determining how much wages
it required to produce a ton of crude ore. I find that the result.
is $7.71 a ton.

Now, if you have to mine 7 tons of crude ore to get 1 ton
of concentrates, you have got to multiply $7.71 by 7. Who, in
the discussion of this question, has taken that fact into consid-
eration? The witnesses who gave evidence before the House
committee seem to have referred always to a ton of ore that
needed no concentration.

They took into account nothing of the preliminary expense
of preparing the mine and preparing the ore for extraction, and
it made a comparatively favorable showing to their contention.
But I want to show it up in its true light. You have mined
7 tons of crude ore in order to get one of concentrates, and you
have T times $7.71, in round figures, $50 for mining, for produc-
ing, I may say, 1 ton of what? Concentrates. It is not ore
yet; it is concentrates, containing 1,200 pounds of lead to the
ton, provided they are 60 per cent, and that is about the aver-
age,

8o you have 800 pounds of waste in the concentrates which
you have to pay freight on, which you have to accept as a basis
for deduction, and which you have to pass through all the ex-
pensive treatment incident to the treatment of the ore. You
send theose concentrates to the smelter.

The cost of ore quits with the production of the concentrates.
It is the first time you can call it a ton of ore, when it is in
the shape of concentrates, and for that the cost made for min-
ing is 850 a ton. When you take it to the smelter you commence
a new series of charges. You have the ore in the ore, in the bin,
or on the dump, the result of this concentration. Now, what
next? It must be taken to the smelter for the purpose of ex-
tracting the waste and reducing the ore to something else,
which is the bullion, the thing we are dealing with in this
schedule.

The first expense that we know on our settlement sheets is
one item—it is not separated—freight and treatment, $19 a ton.
That is $10 a ton on this product, which is only 1,200 pounds
lead and 800 pounds waste. You have to pay freight on the
waste,

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from Kansas?

Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly.

ng BRISTOW. I did not understand what the $19 repre-
sented. i

Mr. HEYBURN. Freight and treatment by the smelter. That
is the language in which you will find it on the settlement
sheets. Had I thought of it a little earlier I would have brought
in a few sample settlement sheets to illustrate perhaps more
accurately exactly how these settlements are made,

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly.

Mr. CUMMINS. I should like to ask the Senator from Idaho
this question: The $19 a ton to which the Senator has just re-
ferred includes the freight from the mine to the smelter? ;

Mr. HEYBURN. To the smelter or concentrator,

Mr. CUMMINS. And includes also the freight upon the bul-
lion or pig lead from the smelter to New York?

Mr. HEYBURN, No; I will explain that. I know what the
Senator refers to. The.smelter deducts, first, 10 per cent from
the value of the lead that is shown to be in the concentrates
after they are smelted. They do that as tare, just as the old
merchants deducted for tare—that is, for the accidents of busi-
nesg. Men claim and charge that it is to pay the freight on
the bullion to the refining works, but that is a theory. They
deduct it; and if they refined it in their own building where
they smelt it, they would still deduct it. So it is only a
theory that they deduct it for the purpose of paying freight on
the bullion to the refining works. I am speaking from practical
experience and not from the testimony of anybody, because I
have gone through this testimony, and it is in every instance
imperfect. It only tells a part of the story, and I am going to
tell you all, I hope, briefly.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
further to the Senator from Iowa?

My, CUMMINS. If I do not interrupt the Senator from Idaho,
I should like to ask him another question.

Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly.

Mr, CUMMINS. I have been guided only by the showing
made before the Ways and Means Committee of the House, Is
it not true that when a mine owner takes his concentrate to the
smelter he receives pay at once for all the mining or all his
concentrates?

Mr. HEYBURN. I can tell the process exactly.

Mr. CUMMINS. Let me ask another question.

Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly.

Mr. CUMMINS. And in arriving at the amount that the
smelter pays the miner does he not deduct the freight on the .
finished product to New York?

Mr. HEYBURN. No; there is no such item.

Mr. CUMMINS. Does he not also deduct the freight upon
the concentrates from the point of origin to the smelter?

Mr. HEYBURN.. The first proposition is not correct. The
second one, as I understand it, is correct. He deducts first
freight and treatment, because he makes the contract with the
railroad company for the traffic rate itself, and he adds it in
one item, freight and treatment, $19 a ton.

Now, when he makes a settlement he simply says contents
of ore, s0 many ounces in silver, so much per cent lead, so
much gold perhaps, if it happens to ecarry gold or copper.
Then he says less 10 per cent on lead. He does not say what it
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is for, and if you will ask him he will generally answer you
with some levity. I have had them to say it was to feed the
mules, No man ever said in a serious business transaction that
it was to pay the freight on bullion to the refining works,

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr, President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from JIowa?

Mr. HEYBURN. I do.

Mr. CUMMINS. Do not understand me to suggest that a
deduction of 10 per cent is to cover the freight. That deduction
is supposed to cover the loss, as I gather it, of the precious
metals, 10 per cent upon lead, 5 per cent upon silver and gold,
that takes place in smelting or concentrating, and in reaching
the bulllon proper.

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes; that is another way that it is stated.
It is immaterial how it is stated. The mere fact is the impor-
tant question beeause that represents the dollars and cents which
the man receives.

Mr. CUMMINS. Just one more gquestion. In what way does
the smelter ascertain the price of lead, so that he may know
how much to pay the miner?

Mr. HEYBURN. For years we have been settling on what
is known as the Western Union quotations. In other words,
the Western Union Company in the city of New York gathers
up the guotations from the market from actual sales, They
must be based upon actual sales, and can not be based upon
anything but actual sales. That goes out and establishes uni-
formity in prices. It is a good thing, of course.

There is another item, and a large one, which comes in be-
tween the mining and smelting, and that is the loss in concen-
trating. According to testimony which I participated in taking
a few years ago, when the conditions were the same as now—
they do not vary—we lose 20 per cent of the lead in the process
of concentration. Every once in a while some man comes for-
ward with a new invention, by which he can save all of that, or
save a part of it; but the old story goes on. We find that as
between the assayed value of the ore and the results which we
get there is a loss of about 20 per cent. Some concentrating
machinery is a little more perfect tham other, and might
reduce it a little, but that is the estimate, and it is a safe one.
It is the one upon which men do business when they do it upon
their own responsibility. So there is that loss.

This ton of ore that we have started to keep an account of is
snbject to these charges. The ton of ore with which the Sena-
tor from Kansas kept an account was net profit. I have shown
some of the things that are charges against it in a business
transaction.

Now, after you have charged these things you still have the
uncertainties of mining, the question whether to-day you will
have the class of ore shown by this piece of galena ore or
whether you will have a piece such as I now exhibit. The
difference in value between those two pieces of ore is about
four to one, and you may run out of one into the other any day.

Now, I think I have said enough at least to give a general
jidea of the process of obtaining ore. We have got it to the
smelter. The smelter is charged, say, the freight and treatment
$19 a ton. I take that as an average. I have known it to be
$17; I have drawn contracts for it higher; but I take that as a
=afe and conservative basgis to estimate it.

Now, we have it at the smelter. Of course, in the expense, in
addition to fuel and plant, that the smelter is obliged to incur,
is to be included the supply of those materials that make the
flux. It depends upon the character——

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from Kansas?

Mr. HEYBURN. Just a moment, and I will yield.

That expense depends upon the character of the ore. I have
a piece of ore here [exhibiting], the smelting of which is done
without any charge for flux, because it contains more than a
certain per cent of carbonate of iron, which is necessary in the
smelting of ore. You must have sillea, you must have lime, and
you must have iron to smelt these ores, according to the charac-
ter of the ore. Those materials are all lost to the smelter.
There is nothing of value which results from them at all. They
are used necessarily to bring about that chemieal combination
that will fuse the ore; and after that, it is a question of specific
gravity. Now, I will yield to the Senator from Kansas.

Mr. BRISTOW. I should like to inquire if the ore is not
reduced with the concentrates before it is imported for smelt-
ing from Mexico?

Mr. HEYBURN. The record before us here on our desks
shows that some of the ore is coneentrated and some of it is
shipped crude. We ship a great deal of crude ore. I have
given you the average figures of crnde ores—that is, ores that

require concentration and ores that do not. We have one
mine, as I say, that pays over a million dollars a year, and that
has always shipped its ores as it takes them out of the ground.
It is a phenomenal mine.

Mr. BRISTOW. But the ore that is mined in Mexico requires
the same kind of smelting and concentration as that which is
mined in the United States, does it not?

Mr. HEYBURN. I admit that it does; but I will give the
Senator some figures on that ore in Mexico. You can mine a
ton of ore there for $17.99, as against $53.97 in this country.
That is the difference between Mexico and this country; and
I have an actual instance of figures, In the United States we
mine crude ore that will produce by reduction 7 tons into 1,
that will produce a ton of concentrates. The cost in the United
States is $53.97, as against $17.99 in Mexico.

As to concentrating and hauling, I will give actual figures.
A ton of ore in Mexico costs $4.75 to give it the treatment
which in this country costs $14. You see there is less difference
in that product, because, as a matter of fact, some Americans
are employed at the high grade of labor connected with it.

Mr. BRISTOW, Mr. President—

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
further to the Senator from Kansas?

Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly.

Mr. BRISTOW. I should like to know what the $14 expense
to which the Senator referred represents in this country?

Mr. HEYBURN. It represents transportation and concen-
trating. I have taken the actual expenses for this. Of course
you would find some below that and some above; but I have
attempted fairly to get at the average that would represent a
fair condition. I can give the Senator a little further informa-
tion, perhaps, in regard to that.

Mr. BRISTOW. Just a moment, before the Senator does that.
This $4 expense in Mexico is for concentrating, is it? What is
the $14 for?

Mr. HEYBURN. For hauling it from the mine to the con-
centrator.

Mr. BRISTOW. The hauling from the mine to the concen-
trator aggregates $4 in Mexico and $14 in the United
States

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes. In the first place, there is, of course,
a vast expense in the erection of the concentrators. We have
concentrators costing more than a million dollars, In one gulch,
at the mouth of which the eity in which I live is situated, there
are five concentrating plants which represent a cost of over two
and a half million dollars. Those concentrating plants are being
worn out and have to be continually renewed. That expense
must be charged against the product resulting from them.

Take the same condition in Mexico. The character of labor
employed in concentrating the ore and in transporting it from
the mine to the concentrator represents the difference in the ex-
pense. That is a necessary expense. Some mines can take the
ore and concentrate it for a trifling sum ; other mines can take it
there, and take it there only by building expensive railways.
The first ores that were taken from the Coeur d’Alene country
were hauled 35 miles on wagons to the head of navigation on the
Coeur d’Alene River, then conveyed 35 miles by boat, and then
again placed upon cars and hauled 450 miles before they could
be treated at all.

Of course the result was that we left in that mine or on the
dump large quantities of ore that ought to have been treated
and whieh they are now treating. I say it, without being invidi-
ous in any sense, that in our country to-day and in all other
mining countries we are working over Democratic dumps of
the Wilson-Gorman tariff. Ores that were not rich enough to
carry away from the mine during that period are to-day being
transported and worked at a profit because of the fact that
there is a difference in the tariff and a difference in the prices.
Lead was 2 cents a pound during those dark days, and only
such mines as had a character of ore that could be worked
very cheaply or that was of very high grade were operated at
all. The other mines lay idle; and the rich mine could not help
the idle mine, because they were owned by different persons,
You will shut off labor and you will shut off the disbursement
of money for this purpose just to the extent that you reduce
the duty on lead, which is the product.

It has been suggested to me, “ Can you stand an eighth; can
you stand a sixteenth; can you stand a little reduction?” I
say we can stand it at the expense of reducing the number of
men employed; we can stand it at the expense of dumping
hundreds of thousands of tons of ore into the waste pile that can
be marketed at a profit under existing conditions, but that could
not be marketed at all if you should reduce the tariff. Every
reduction of a cent—I do not care how small it is—puts some-
body out of employment, and it puts some ore over the dump
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that ought to go into the market and add to this commodity
for which some are so solicitous.

Mr. President, that is the business gide of it; and I say the
testimony that was introduced before the House committee
was fragmentary, and there was no complete story.

The wages paid in the lead mines in the United States in the
year 1907 were $18,548,248. You can take the number of tons
of ore—I do not mean the crude ore that has to be concen-
trated—and divide it, and you will readily see how much it costs
to mine a ton of ore. The wages paid in Mexico to produce the
same quantity of ore in 1907 would be $6,182749. There is a
comparison between the cost in Mexico and the cost in the
United States that certainly must make an impression upon the
inquiring mind. The same ore, for which wages amounting to
$18,648,248 were paid in this country, would have been pro-
duced in Mexico for $6,182,749. Who would benefit by it being
produced in Mexico? What wage-earner is it that we ought to
take into consideration? Who would be benefited by the paying
of $6,182,749 out for wages in Mexico when we ought to have
paid $18,548,248 to American miners? I will give you Spain,
for instance. The same product in Spain could have been
mined for $9,274,124, as against the $18,548,248 paid -in this
country. -

The object of this legislation is to keep the American laborer
busy—to keep him employed. When he is idle he is not only
unfruitful, but he is expensive. The law that will keep em-
ployed the largest percentage of the labor in the United States
is the best law, and it is the only law that we should consider.
The law that puts out of employment a single man in the United
States who ought to be employed is bad to that extent. The
law that would put out of employment 500,000 men can not cer-
tainly commend itself to anybody.

I will now say a word in reference to the suggestions of the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. Bristow]. The bullion, which is
the result of this labor and industry and investment and enter-
prise, is to be converted into paint, and a certain portion of
it to be used by whom? Does the Senator from Kansas dream
that it is to be used only by the farmers? There is no Senator
in this body who will go further than I to shape this bill in the
interest of the farmers, but I know something of the facts in
regard to that matter.

The paint used upon ordinary farm buildings, in the first
place, has no white lead in it. It is mineral paint. The paint
used on the houses and buildings of the better class is all, or a
part of it, white lead; but the farmer is perhaps to a less ex-
tent than anybody else interested in the price of white lead. If
he is wise enough to use one coat of it on a building, it wounld
last as long as five coats of mineral paint; but it is a mistaken
idea to bring in a sentiment in favor of the farming community
in determining so great a question as is involved in this
schedule. In the first place, it is not the farmers who are
clamoring for this; but it is the touters for the farmers who
are wanting to make a noise, which sounds like popularity with
the farmers. I naturally know something of the use of paint
and the application of the paint principle to this proposition.
It will not make a difference at all in the cost of paint to the
farmer. There is nothing lost in transforming bullion into
white lead; on the contrary, there is a slight gain. That may
sound paradoxical, but it is true. Itisone of those subtle laws of
chemistry that has not been accurately figured out. A ton of
pure pig lead will make more than a ton of white lead by the
process of corroding.

Mr. President, we want to deal with this question along lines
of actual experience, rather than upon some man's theory.
There is always somebody ready to come in with a theory about
everything that is proposed, accepting wrong premises and
arriving naturally at wrong conclusions. I have been astonished
at the testimony that was given before the committee of the
House, but I have been more astonished at the fact that some
one did not ask a few questions that would have developed the
entire story.

If you reduce the duty on the result of the ores, you might
just as well have left it off the ores. Of what advantage is it
to bring ores into this country from foreign lands and corrode
them here if you are going to throw the market wide open to
the pig-lead industry from the outside? Why would a man pay
duty on ore to bring it in if he could reduce it to bullion and
bring it in for a much lesser duty?

We used in this country last year 245,000 tons of our own
lead:; we used of the lead of other countries less than 80,000
tons. The table from which the Senator from Kansas read—and
I think the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Bacon] used the same
table a few days ago—was the table of ores imported into this
country in bond. You must give credit always for that which
goes out again and charge yourself with that which stays here.

Forty-one thousand tons were imported in bond; 80,000 tons
of it remained here in competition with our market and paid
the duty; the remainder goes back again and receives the credit
of the drawback. That cuts practically no figure in determin-
ing this question.

Mr. BACON. Mr, President, that, I think, is exactly the
statement which I myself made when the Senator from Utah
called my attention to the fact that there were larger importa-
ions than had been indicated in the figures submitted by me,
The figures which I read were of ore which was imported into
this country for domestic use, and the excess to which the
Senator alluded represented the part of the ore which had been
imported in bond for smelting with a view to exportation, upon
which no duty was paid.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I mentioned it in order to
follow it with the suggestion that it is of small consequence in
determining the right and the wrong of this matter.

Mr. BACON. Right on that point for information, not for
controversy, I desire to ask the Senator a question. The conten-
tion, as I understand, is that the smelting can be more econom
ically and cheaply done in other countries than here. I desire
to know, for information from the Senator, who is familiar with
the entire subject, why it is, if the smelting can be done more
cheaply and economically in other countries, that there should
be this very large importation of ore with a view to smelting it
for exportation?

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, it is in nearly every case
a question of convenience. There are immense tracts in this
country in which there is no smelter; there are great mining
camps that have no smelter in their vicinity or within any
reasonable distance of them; there are mines along our borders,
both north and south, that have no smelters on their own side,
while we have smelters on this side. The ores from the great
Le Roy mine, in Rossland, are brought across to our side of the
line and smelted at the Northport smelter. So the ores from
Mexico that are not convenient to any possible means of
reduction there come to Kansas City, and very often go to
Leadville, or wherever there are any facilities for treating
them. It is not every mine that has a convenient concentrator
or smelter. As I have suggested, we built 35 miles of railroad
to get to our first lead mine in the Coeur d’Alene country, and
that had to be done by the patriotic and prophetic faith of two
men. They looked at the mines—they were accustomed to esti-
mating them—and they said, “ We will try it,” and they built
those smelters. It turned out that the mines were profitable;
so the country grew, and they were amply repaid for their
faith.

Mr. BACON. The Senator will see that my inquiry was
naturally suggested by the contention, which has been made
with so much earnestness by Senators, that the smelting could
be done more cheaply in foreign countries than it could be done
here, and therefore it was necessary that there should be a
differential.

Mr. HEYBURN. Of course it can be done more cheaply if
you employ foreign labor.

Mr. BACON. I ean not understand why some 50,000 tons of
ore should be brought into this country for smelting purposes if
it could be smelted more cheaply in the country from which it
came.

AMr. HEYBURN. Fifty thousand tons is not much ore.

Mr. BACON. No; but still it comes in to be smelted,

Mr. HEYBURN. That is what we would call “ a little jag of
ore” coming in from British Columbia.

Mr. BACON. If it could be smelted more cheaply in the for-
eign country, it seems to me, even as to a small quantity, they
would take advantage of it.

Mr, HEYBURN. It comes in because there are no facilities
of treating it any nearer.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly.

Mr, SUTHERLAND. I will say to the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Bacon] that one reason why some ore is imported from
Mexico and smelted in this country is because the people who
are the owners of smelters in this country also own some mines
in Mexico and also own some smelters in Mexico. In the past
their smelters would not absorb the entire quantity of ore that
was taken from their mines, and they shipped into this country
the surplus for smelting. That was because they did not have
sufficient smelting facilities in Mexico. But that is being reme-
died ; the smelting industry is being extended in Mexico; and it
is only a question of a little time until the smelters which those
people own in Mexico will be able to smelt all the ore which
they produce in their mines.
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flifr; HEYBURN. And send it in here as bullion under a low
tariff.

Mr. BACON. The Senators are both of them experts; I am
not ; but it appears to me to be a remarkable situation. If the
ore can be smelted more cheaply in the foreign country than it
can in this country, it seems to me, even though some of our
own people may have ore property in those foreign countries,
that they could utilize the same methods by which the smelting
could be done more cheaply there than here.

Mr. HEYBURN. Then we stop them with a duty; that is
where the duty on bullion comes in.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The American investor is beginning to

-recognize the fact that the ore can be smelted more cheaply in

Mexico, and therefore he is extending his investment in smelter
properties in Mexico.

Mr. BACON. It is not a fact, then, that is so patent and
prominent that it has been heretofore recognized; it is only
beginning to dawn upon them?

Mr. HEYBURN. That question is an old one. When we
were considering the lead schedule in framing the McKinley
bill and in framing the Dingley bill, all those questions were up.

Mr. President, there [exhibiting] is an ore that ean not be
smelted without lead. You have to get it to where lead is, or
bring the lead to the ore in Mexico. There is a great deal of
that character of ore, great copper ore, carrying high values in
silver, but with not enough lead to make a flux. They must
have lead to smelt that ore and make pig and bullion, and so
it is necessary either to send that ore where the lead is, or to send
the lead to where the ore is. We ship lead ore from the Coeur
d’Alene country to Leadville because many of their ores do not
contain a suofficient percentage of lead to smelt them. That
is true all over the country. The little job lots of lead ore
that come into this country under the conditions suggested by
the Senator from Georgia cut no figure in the determination of
this question. The ore that comes in from some section of
country where perhaps the only concentrator or smelter is over
on the other side of a big range of mountains and must come
up on a line of railroad into this country has to submit to the
terms we put upon it; that is, it must come in in bond, and if it
stays here it has got to pay its rent, its duty.

Now, Mr. President, I want to keep before Senators the fact
this is a question of whether or not the money we pay for
mining these ores shall be paid in our country or paid some-
where else. If we pay it abroad, it never comes back. I want
to keep before them the question as to whether or not the
millions and millions of dollars expended in these mining plants
shall be expended in this country or in a foreign country, If
that money is expended abroad, as I have said, it never comes
back. I also want it kept in mind that the men who own these
mines are not making an exorbitant profit, because they have
got to keep their development work ahead of their extraction
all the time. We have miles of underground work in our
mines, that would reach from here to the city of Baltimore,
that have been constructed in an attempt, not to take out ore,
but largely to demonstrate its existence or nonexistence; and,
just as often as not, its nonexistence. That great expense
must be charged against the profits of mining. Because you
are taking out rich ore to-day, you must not forget what it
costs fo find that rich ore. Our State, of which we are proud—
it may seem of lesser importance to those of you who represent
older States—but the State of Idaho owes its existence to the
mines that were found in it. I said the other day that in the
darkest hours of this Nation's history, when gold meant almost
as much as muskets, because it took gold to carry them and
support the armies, we sent you more than $200,000,000 in
pure gold, ready for use, ready for the counter—in four years
we sent more than $200,000,000 of if, and we are still sending
it into the arteries of commerce and trade; and we are doing
it because we have this great lead mining industry to support
the gold and silver mines. That may sound paradoxical. There
are many instances in which there is a loss in the lead that is
only compensated by the profit resulting from the gold and
silver in it. Stop lead mining, and you will stop the produc-
tion of $6,000,000 worth of silver in our State, because you
can not mine it for the silver, and you will stop the produc-
tion of four or five million dollars of gold every year, for you
can not mine it for the gold. The lead is “the grubstake,”
as we say in our country, that keeps the mines of gold and
silver going. Therefore, the consequences of such legislation
as would impede lead mining are more far-reaching than the
coffers of the lead miners,

What would a country be from which you would withdraw
with a stroke of the pen $18,000,000 in wages from one county?

Mr., SMITH of Michigan. In one county in a year?

XLIV—118

Mr. HEYBURN, The annual wages in just a single camp
near which I live are more than $5,675,000. Where would the
merchants be and where would your cotton and woolen factories
be that supply those merchants with the goods they sell?
Where would the $6,000,000 worth of machinery used in the
mines be? Where would the men be who mine the ore and
forge it and convert it into machinery? It is like a card house;
yvou strike down the miners’ wages and you have nothing left
but the ashes. It passes out of existence, It is like the stop-
ping of the sunlight. Where would be the market for the
commodities that come up to us from Kansas, if you please,
that we buy, and buy because we have the money resulting
from this gréat enterprise, and could not buy if we had not
the money?

I know one of the big farmers in Kansas who came up to our
camp in 1884, and right under my office window took out the
fortune with which he went back to Kansas, where he lives
to-day, and bought a vast tract of land and built a beautiful
home. Do not think for a moment that this question is local
to the prosperity of our community any more than yours is
local. It is true we produce other things. We produced 16,-
000,000 bushels of wheat in Idaho this year, buf had it not been
for these mines the people would not have been there produec-
ing wheat. We produce one-third of the sugar-beet product
in the United States, but had it not been for the mines that
took the people there we would not be doing it. .

All these industries are welded together and constitute the
prosperity of the people. Senators, unless you are so sure of
your facts-that there can not be a doubt and could not be one
created in your minds, do not dare to strike down an industry
of this Republie, important not alone to the people of the State,
but to the people of the whole country. Do not do it because
of any imaginary promise that somebody is supposed to have
made that you would reduce the tariff on all articles, without
regard to sense or reason. There is no such pledge resting upon
us, and there is no such duty resting anywhere. - Merely because
you feel yourselves sliding downward on the scale of prosperity,
do not reach everything within your grasp and drag it down
with you.

I have made a table that it was my intention to put into the
Recorp, and I may before the dog days are over. As we are
still considering this question, I may do it yet. But I suggest
its purport. It is a table showing from what class of American
people the reduction in expenses and revenue came during the
last year. That was the year of the panic. Every dollar of
it came from the rich. It was the rich who curtailed their
expenses, If you look to the imports, where there was a falling
off of revenue, you will find it was not upon those things used
by what are called the “ poor ™ or the * working classes,” You
will find you can account for every loss of revenue by the
articles used by the rich. I mean by that the liberal spenders.
I am not attempting to develop that idea now. I have the fig-
ures taken from the table of imports to sustain it. I throw
out the suggestion in order that other Semators, if they should
feel interested, can pursue the investigation along those lines.

If we were to sit here, blindly following an imaginary prom-
ise to reduce the tariff and reduce everything without rhynie or
reason, we would defeat the very purpose for which we were
called in extra session. e were called together to restore con-
fidence in the business world. Had there been no special ses-
sion of Congress called for the purpose of revising the tariff,
had there been no promise or threat of revision, there would be
no deficit in the Treasury between the income and the outgo of
the Government.

I may later desire further to discuss this question. A sliding
scale of law is worse than no law, because it gives power lim-
ited only as against the people. Say what it shall be: “This
is the law, and no man may change it, except authorized by the
power that makes it.”

Mr. President, I do not feel that it ought to be necessary
to take up further the various technical objections which have
been raised to this schedule. I only want to warn you that the
prosperity, not only of four or five States depends upon it, but
that prosperity is so far-reaching that it may reach the homes
of those who think it is to them a foreign gquestion.

Mr. JONES. Before the Senator from Idaho sits down I
should like fo call his attention to one fact.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. HEYBURN., Certainly.

Mr. JONES. The Senator has brought out very eclearly, it
seems to me, the very great difference in the cost of the pro-
duction of ore in this country and abroad. That is a proposition
which appeals to me very strongly, I assume that, from his
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knowledge, he can state whether the same proportion exists in
the cost of smelting in this country and abroad.

Mr. HEYBURN. The difference between the cost of smelting
in this country and in Mexico is nearly one-half. In fact, it
amounts to nearly two-thirds.

- The difference in smelting between this country and Spain is
that it costs about one-half in Spain that it does in this country,
because the machinery there is cheaper. In Mexico the ma-
chinery is very much cheaper than in this country. In Spain
they can do it at very much less cost than we can, and the cost
in wages in that country you may place at one-half; and in
Germany they can smelt the ore from Australia or any other
country for very little more than one-half of what it costs in
this country, because they produce the machinery cheaper and
the labor is cheaper, and they get the ores for a small fraction
of what our ores cost us. They come in as ballast.

Mr. JONES. I will ask what is the daily wage for smelting
in Mexico and in this country, and the wage for miners in this
country compared with the wages of miners in Mexico?

Mr. HEYBURN. There are some very high-class men con-
nected with the mining industry, and, in smelting, the wage here
is not less than or $3.50 a day.

Mr. JONES. In this country?

Mr. HEYBURN. In this country. In Mexico the same class
%meggets‘morm cents a day. In this country they get $7 or

a day.

Mr. JONES. Those are facts which appeal to me, and the
testimony of Mr. C. E. Allen before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee as to the per diem wage paid in this country and in
Mexico, showing vast difference, it seems to me, indicates pretty
conclusively that we run considerable risk in reducing the rate.

Mr. HEYBURN. It is the wage item that counts.

Mr, JONES. The owner of the smelter will not suffer.

Mr, HEYBURN. The owner of the smelfer will shut it down
or cut down wages. He does not fix the price of his product.

Mr. JONES. He will reduce the wages of the smelter em-
ployees.

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes.

Mr. JONES. I want to read from page 2321—the testimony
of Mr. Allen:

Mr. ALLEN. The estion of the comparative wages paid In Mexico
(from which our ef imports come) and the wages in the West, in
the United States, is v interesting. I can not speak of the wages
of Missourl. The scale of wages which I will gve appllies to the inter-
mountain States. The miners in Mexico from 75 cents to §1
Mexican. That is 374 cents to 50 cents in United States money. The
mine bosses receive from $1.25 to $1.50—62} cents to 75 cents Amerlecan
money. Holster runners and pump men recelve from $1.25 to §2
Mexican—half as much American money. The common mine laborer
receives 50 cents a day Mexican, or 25 cents a day American money.

He goes on to state that this was the showing in 1897 before
the Dingley committee, but it is also shown that there has been
no substantial change in miners’ wages from that time to this.
He says:

The comparative wages of the American miners and other men about
the mines are as follows: Shaft men get from $4 to $5 per day—

That is not Mexican money, either—

According to whether it is a wet or a dry shaft.

On page 2322 he says:

Blacksmiths and ters recelve from $4 to $5 per day. Engi-
neers receive from £3.50 to $5 per day. Miners receive from $2.75 to
$4 per day. Laborers receive from $2.50 to $3 per day.

When you contrast that with 50 cents a day for Mexican
labor, Mexican money, it seems to me it shows the necessity of
a considerable differential. I would not cast my vote for any
differential about which there was any doubt as being sufficient
to cover the difference in the cost of production in this country
and abroad. I would rather it would be a little bit too high
than too low.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I wish to inguire whether the labor em-
ployed in Mexico are Mexicans, natives, as against Americans
for smelting in this country?

Mr. JONES. I understand they are Mexicans. I think Mr.
Allen answered that proposition on page 2324,

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator allow me for a moment?

Mr. JONES. In just a moment, when I read this in answer
to the Senator from South Dakota:

Now, one word upon the subject of Mexican labor.
called incompetent. In some branches it is the most competent mining
labor in the world.” There is no man who knows ore as well as the
Mexican. There are no set of men in the world that will sort ore
equally with the Mexieans. They will not, under their own leader-
ship, do as much work in a day as the American miner, but under the
leadership of American bosses, and through the introduction of Amer-
fean machinery and American methods, the Mexican miner to-day is
appreaching nearer to the ability of the American miner than he did
ten years ago; and his wages have not increased.

That is the statement of a gentleman who is certainly familiar
with mining, and it seems to me it is borne out by our own
knowledge with reference to the handling of machinery.

It Iz sometimes

For instance, to drive an ox team or a horse; that class of
labor is just as competent and efficient as American labor.

Mr. N ON. In view of the quotations made from Mr.
Allen, I it is well that the Senate should know what his
recent experience has been in lead mining. I call attention to
page 2330 of the House Hearings, part 2, schedule C, where the
following question was put to him:

The CEAmMAN. Do you own or do you have mﬂmntrol of any mine
whatever, or are you interested In any mine? [Laughter.]
r. ALLEN. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Any mine that bhas been in operation for ten years?
Mr. ALLEN. Not a lead mine.
The CHAIRMAN. How long has the oldest of them been in operation—
of your lead mines? Is there any reason why you should conceal this?

Why do not answer up?
lIr.Am ot - and I do not wish to have

con anything,

it agsumed that I am. I say we have not any property that has been
running that length of time.

The CHAIRMAN. How long is the longest time any of your property
has been running?

Mr. ALLEN. As I stated to the committee, we have beén prospecting in
our lead mine in Utah,

The CHAIRMAN. In all five of them?

Mr. ALLEN. There is only one of them that is a lead mine,

The CrairMAN. I thought you said you had flve or six that you were

the superintendent of.

Mr. Boxyxce. They are not all lead mines.

The CHAIRMAN. You were talking about lead mines. Well, then,
there Is only one lead mine, and that you have been prospecting in?

Mr. ALLEN. That is what I have stated.

That is all there is to Mr. Allen. He has not been carrying
on mining operations. He has been prospecting.

Mr. SMOOT. I know Mr. Allen——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Minnesota
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. NELSON. I have no time fo yield. The time belongs
to the Senator from Washington.

Mr. JONES. I desire to suggest to the Senator that he read
this:

1Thg CHAIRMAN. Have you ever had any actual experience with a lead

1
muer. AvteN. Yes; I have.

Mr. SMOOT. I have known Mr. Allen for many years,
There is no more experienced miner in the United States.
There is no wonder that Mr. Allen answered just as he did,
because the question was about any mine that had been in
operation for ten years. I want to call attention to the fact
that there are very few lead mines that exist for ten years.
They are worked out before that time, and Mr, Allen answered
exactly according to the truth of the matter. I can count all
of the lead mines in Utah, and but two ever existed longer
than ten years. s

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I offer an amendment to the
paragraph under consideration.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the
amendment to the amendment.

The SEcRETARY. On page 60, line 21, in the committee
amendment, strike out the words “two and one-eighth™ and
insert the words “one and seven-eighths,” so as to make the
paragraph read: i X =

Lead and bars,
lealdsolh any g)ms‘nll}? 292:[21?? ;?:om bt%r ‘i,rl:' tﬁei‘;!usect 1:?,5016 refuse
lead run into blocks and bars, and old scrap lead fit c;ldv to be re-
manufactured ; all the fi lﬁl cents per pound; L in sheets,
pipe, shot, glaziers' lead and 1 re, 24 cents per pound.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, unless I am diverted, I in-
tend to be very brief and to direct my observations to the exact
jssue. I assume that it is agreed among us that we want the
lead msed by the people of the United States taken from our
own mines. We want the ore converted into the finished prod-
uet in our own smelters and in our own refineries, and we want
to preserve the existing standard of compensation among our
men. Upon these propositions I am sure that all Senators upon
both sides of the Chamber will agree. Let us see, then, just
what we must decide at the present time. /

The other day we adopted the Senate committee amendment
providing for a duty of 11 cenis per pound upon lead in the ore.
My friend the Senator from Idaho [Mr. HeysUurx] directed his
remarks this morning, as it seemed to me, to that part of the
legislation, rather than the part now under consideration. If
we have acted intelligently and wisely, we have compensated
the American miner for the difference between the cost of min-
ing lead-bearing ores in this couniry and those countries with
which we must compete.

Now, let us put aside that proposition as one already decided.
I repeat it. We have determined that a cent and a half a pound
upon the lead content of lead-bearing ore will enable the Ameri-
can miner to put his ore at the door of the smelter upon even
terms with his competitor. I agree, however, that the American
miner is not completely protected unless the American smelter
can take the ore and convert it into the finished product and
gell it at an American price in the American market. Therefore
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what we have now to consider is what compensation we must
give the American smelter in order that he may compete on
even or a little more than even terms with the smelter in
another country. ;

I put you this illustration to make it absolutely plain. Sup-
pose we have a smelter built on the Mexican side and another
smelter side by side erected upon the American territory. We
have already provided that the American miner can bring his
ore to the American smelter with as much profit as the Mexican
miner can bring his ore to the Mexican smelter, and we are
now concerned in the inguiry, What protection must we give to
the American smelter in order that he may take this product of
the American mine which we have already cared for and con-
vert it into the product which we use? That is the only ques-
tion involved in this amendment.

Now, I intend to do what is well known in the practice of law
and is familiar to all those who are members of that profession
here. I intend to file a demurrer to the evidence and ask the
judgment of the Senate upon the evidence submitted by those
who insist upon a differential of five-eighths of a cent per pound.
What evidence have you here that the smelter needs five-eighths
of a cent per pound? There is not one particle of testimony. I
have read every word contained in this volume with relation
to the cost of smelting ore. There is but little. This great ex-
position here—and I am glad we have it—relates almost wholly
to the mining of ore and not to the smelting of ore. I assert
after this careful inquiry that there is not one word of evidence
in this volume which even tends to show that it costs more than
$10 per ton to the smelter, and that includes his profit, in order
to reach the market upon even terms, if you please, with his
competitor across the border.

But let us assume that it is $12.50. Take the extreme esti-
mate given by the Senator from Idaho, that it costs the Ameri-
can smelter $12.50 to reduce his produet. Let us assume further
that it costs him twice as much to reduce his product as it does
that of his competitor across the line. Then it costs the man
in Mexico $6.25 a ton. What then must we do? We must pro-
tect the American smelter by a duty of at least $6.25 per ton.
Now, this is assuming the very basis adopted by those who in-
sist upon the duty of 2} cents per pound.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The Senator is discussing a duty of
$12.50 a ton as though it were a duty of $12.50 upon a ton of
ore.

Mr. CUMMINS. No, sir.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. It is $12.50 upon a ton of lead.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr, President, I beg the Senator’s pardon.
The Senator from Idaho stated that it was $12.50 a ton upon a
ton of lead. It is not $12 a ton of ore. This volume shows
beyond any controversy whatsoever that the average cost of
refining a ton of ore or a ton of concentrates does not exceed

a ton.
$3!4.[:'. SUTHERLAND. I wish the Senator would eall our at-
tention to any testimony bearing upon that point.

Mr. CUMMINS. I will do it with the utmost pleasure,

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator yield to me?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Yowa yield
to the Senator from Minnesota? -

Mr. CUMMINS. I do.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the other day when the quo-
tation was made in the Senate from the testimony of Mr.
Brush, the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor], with a great deal
of vehemence, got up and stated that he had never been sworn.
Am I quoting the Senator correctly?

Mr. SMOOT. No, sir; the Senator is not quotiag me at all.
I said Mr. Lissberger had never been sworn.

Mr, NELSON. I was going to show that Mr. Brush had
been sworn.

Mr. SMOOT. I did not in the least deny that he had been
sworn, I =aid Mr. Lissberger had not been sworn,

Mr. NELSON. Here, if the Senator from Iowa will pardon
me—-—

Mr. CUMMINS. Certainly.

Mr. NELSON. We have finally struck pretty good bed rock
in this testimony, and it relates to a mine in Idaho. I read
from page 2394:

The CHAIRMAX. The smelter will take it at his price, which Is the
market price, and when that gets down below the point where it
pleases them they shut down?

Here is what Mr. Brush said:

That is what they do. I only referred to 4 cents because that was
the polnt that was fixed upon by a number of mines, and 1 selected a
mine in the Coeur d'Alene which was able to make money at 4 cents,
although that mining company owned three other mines, all of which

closed down. Now, In working out that ore—the ore ran 8 per cent
lead when it was mined and 33 ounces of silver to the ton of ore as it
was mined—when it was concentrated 7.8 tons of ore made 1 ton of
concentrate., In the process of concentration the mine lost 13 per cent
of lead and 383 per cent of silver in the ore, and the coneentrates were
ahlg{]ﬁeﬂ to our smelters in Colorado. Now, without going through all
of the ecaleulations that are before me, I will say that it came down
to this: The 1 ton of lead cost the mine—I am speaking now of actual
cost—§48.35 to mine It and to concentrate it, and two-thirds of that
cost was labor, while the other third was very largely timber. The
amount paid for frelght on 1 ton of lead was $25.50 ; that was freight
on the concentrates to the smelter and freight from the smelter to the
refiner of the bullion, %ettlng it to the New York basis.

Mr. HiLr. How much was that?

Mr. BrusH. The total amount of freight—

Now, listen to this—

Mr. BrusH. The total amount of freight pald was $25.50. The cost
to the smelter was $5.55: the cost to the refiner was §$4.50, making
a total cost of $83.90. The silver in it was worth $16.21. If lylt)u
deduct that and throw all the cost upon the lead, which is certainly
not a fair way of figuring costs, you will bring out the cost of 1 ton
O, o R D eed youndi | Tht proft
Evg;kjd.ltvisil;z%.wgf Sents to the mine, 15 cents to the smelter, and 16
cents to the refiner.

In other words, taking these figures, it costs $5.55 at the
smelter per ton of lead and $4.50 at the refinery just to reduce
the base bullion. That makes a total for smelting and re-
fining of $10.05 per ton of lead. There we have the exact
figures, and it is the first time we have found them in this
report.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President—

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr, CUMMINS, I do. -

AMr. BORAH., I wish to ask the Senator when you cease
computing the cost, at the smelter or at the market?

Mr. NELSON. At the market. The man whom I have quoted
here is engaged in smelting and refining. He has a good many
smelters and refineries in this country, in Colorado. It shows
that smelting and refining, the two processes combined, cost only
$10.05 a ton of lead, not of the ore.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I fear that the question
asked by the Senator from Utah will have been forgotten before
I have an opportunity to answer it. The Senate will remember
that he asked me where, in this testimony, it was found that it
costs but $3 a ton for smelting concentrates. I refer him to
page 2415, in the evidence of Mr. Brush. The question was by
Mr. CRUMPACKER :

Mr., CRUMPACKER. It is safe to say, then, Mr. Brush, that it does not
cost more than $8 a ton for the lead for smelting, calculating that the
concentrates run about 50 per cent of lead?

Mr. Brusn. In the example I gave I used $3 per ton of concentrates
as the cost of smelti
Mr. CRUMPACKER.
Mr. BrusH. Yes.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. And at 50 per cent it would amount to $6; but
sup?ose we fix it at $8. RBight dollars will amply pay the cost of
smelting, will it not?

Mr. BrusH. I should say so.

Now, Mr. President, Mr. Brush is the only man before the
Ways and Means Committee of the House who attempted to
give the cost of smelting, and if we can not rely upon his evi-
dence, then there is no evidence before the Senate upon that

int.
poMr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President—

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. CUMMINS. Certainly.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The Senator from Iowa is in error, if
he will permit me to say so, in stating that Mr. Brush's testi-
mony is the only testimony upon that question. Mr. Allen testi-
fied, and gave an example to the committee. He showed that
the cost of smelting a ton of ore was $8 in the example which
he gave. I know, because——

Mr. CUMMINS. If there is any such evidence in this volume
I have been unable to find it.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I will call the Senator's attention
to it.

Mr, CUMMINS. But in the latitude that I allowed myself,
taking the statement of the Senator from Utah, I assumed
that Mr. Brush had understated the cost of smelting, and I
allowed $12.50 a ton as the cost of smelting and refining and in
producing pig lead. If I may be permitted to say so to the
Senator from Utah, I do not believe that you can furnish from
all the mines you have in Utah or all the mines there are in
Idaho a single statement in which the smelter has charged more
than $10 a ton for smelting ore. If you have any such state-
ment, I would be delighted to see it. I have groped through
this testimony as best I could. I would like to see some of the
statements that have been made where the smelters have pur-
chased ore, because the miner is not interested in this matter
except as to the price of ore. The smelter pays him for the
lead that he brings in his ore, and he pays him upon the spot.

i3
ree dollars per ton of concentrates?
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Now, how much does the smelter deduct from the actual lead
in the ore for smelting?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The smelters in Utah deduct all the
way from £8 to $12 per ton of ore. Let me call the attention
of the Senator to the testimony of Mr. Allen.

Mr. CUMMINS. I will assume that that is so. Suppose they
deduct $8 a ton on ore. That is a deduction of $16 for lead.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Sometimes it may be, if the ore is
rich, as high as 50 per cent.

Mr. CUMMINS. Suppose the ore reaches 50 per cent. It
means a charge of $16 for lead. Out of that the smelter gets
his $10 a ton on pig lead from Utah to New York. That is the
deduction he makeg, and that means that the smelter charges
$6 a ton for his lead, and out of that must not only come the
cost but the profit as well.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The Senator from Iowa does not under-
stand me. What I undertake to say is that the smelters in
Utah charge the miner all the way from $8 to §12 per ton of
ore, and sometimes the ore carries as low as 8 per cent lead,
gometimes it carries as much as 60 per cent lead, sometimes it
carries 50 per cent lead. When a ton of ore carries 50 per
cent—and we assume that the smelter recovers every particle
of it, which he does not—if his charge per ton is §8 for the ore,
that would be $16 for the lead. But if it carries 25 per cent
lead, you would have to double that amount, making $32 for
the ton of lead.

Mr. CUMMINS., We will very soon get far beyond the price
of lead.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. If the Senator will allow me, I wish
to eall attention to the testimony of Mr. Allen upon this pre-
cise point.

Mr. CUMMINS. On what page?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. In the edition of the hearings which
I have the testimony is found at page 23523, but I think in the
edition which the Senator has it appears a page or two after
that. Mr. Allen says:

R ot e s ey
ds of lead per ton of ore, and this contained 68,340 ounces of gold.
or 0.080 ounces of gold ton. This lead also earried with it 9, JTH8
onnces of silver, or 12,27 ounces of silver per ton; that is, 82 per cent
of the silver produced in Utah came from lead ores. Between 26 and
27 per cent of the gold produced in the State came from the same
source. The average value of the metals produced in lead ores in that
ar from this State were as follows: Lead, 5.7 cents per pound : gold,
20,67 per ounce; silver, 67 cents per ounce.

I may stop there to say that lead reached in 1906 a higher
price than it had reached at any time previous for a quarter of
a century. Lead now is selling in New York for about $4.25,
from that to $4.30. Silver is now a little over 50 cents an
ounce.

The value of the contents per ton was: Lead, §9.32—

That was upon the basis of 8 per cent lead in the ore—
gold, $1.84; and silver, $8.22, making a total value of each ton of lead
ore produced of $19.38.

It costs the miner to Fmdnee this ore as follows: Ten per cent de-
duction from the price of lead cost him 93 cents, and 5 per cent deduc-
tion from the price of gold cost him 9 cents, per ton; 5 per cent de-
duetion from the price of silver cost him 41 ceats; average wagon and
rallway haul cost him $2.50 3[)0? ton ; sampling, 50 cents a ton; smelt-
ing, ss’ a ton, and mining, $3.50 a tom.

Mr. Allen is talking about the cost of smelting a ton of ore—
not a ton of lead, but a ton of ore carrying 8 per cent lead.
~ Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator from Utah yield to me?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. In just a moment.

Some of those figures are estimates of my own, but they are well
within the facts and the sum total is conservative. e total cost,
then, to the miner was $15.93, and he received $19.38 per ton, which
would leave an apparent profit of $3.45 per ton.

I will stop there to say, in answer to the suggestion made by
the Senator from Minnesota the other day——

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator allow me to make a state-
ment here?

THE PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Curris in the chair).
Dees the Senator from Iowa yield to the Senator from Minne-
sota?

Mr. CUMMINS. I desire to reply in just a moment.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The Senator from Minnesota [Mr, Ner-
gox] the other day, reading this same testimony and comment-
ing npon it, said that upon a ton of ore the miner would make a
profit of $3.45. That was true in the particular illustration
which Mr. Allen was giving; but it must be remembered that
that profit was based upon a price of 5.7 cents per pound for
lead. As I have already said, that is the highest price.

1 think it ranged as high as G cents for a short period during
the year, but in 1906 lead reached the highest price that it had
ever reached for a (uarter of a century in this country. Lead
now normally is worth from 4} to 43 cents. If we put it at4.3

cents, it would reduce the profit to the miner to 2,41 cents, because
he must take off 1} cents a pound from that; and if you deduct
241 from 3.45, you find that now, under the operation of these
schedules, 1} cents a pound on lead means 2} cents per pound
on pig lead, and that the profit which the miner is making is
$1.05 a ton.

Mr. CUMMINS. I am sure the Senator from Utah does not
desire to continue extensively on this question——

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I beg the Senator’s pardon.

Mr. CUMMINS. Or upon my time.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I realize that the Senator from Iowa
has a perfect right to the floor.

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not complain, but I should prefer that,
when the Senator from Utah comes to present the case at large,
he would present it in his own way and in his own time.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I may say this by way of excuse, that
I was reading to the Senator from Iowa the statement of Mr.
Allen with reference to the cost of producing a ton of ore; and
I was simply diverted from it. In answer to the Senator from
Minnesota——

Ar. STONE. I desire to ask the Senator from Utah a ques-
tion.

Mr. CUMMINS. I yield to the Senator from Missouri for a
question.

Mr. STONE. I ask the Senator from Utah to tell me what
is the date when lead reached its highest price?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. It was in 1806.

Mr. STONE. What was that price?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. Allen gives it at 5y cents a pound.

Mr. STONE. That was in 19067

Mr. SUTHERLAND. In 1906. Under the Wilson bill in
1896 it was very much less.

Mr. CUMMINS. I can not yield to the Senators for the pur-
pose of going into a discussion of the Wilson bill at this time;
and I care nothing about the price of lead in 1906. The cost to
the miner has nothing whatever to do with the question which
we are discussing.

Mr. GORE. Mr, President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Towa
yield to the Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do.

Mr. GORE. I merely wish to ask the Senator from Utah
what the wages paid to the miners per ton were? I did not
quite understand.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Towa
yield to the Senator from Utah, for the purpose of answering
the question?

Mr. CUMMINS. I yield to the Senator from Utah to answer
the question. ’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the Senator from Okla-
homa please again state his question?

Mr. GORE. I desire to know what were the wages per ton
paid to the miners for mining lead? I did not quite understand
the rate when it was read by the Senator from Utah a moment
ago.

gM'l'. SUTHERLAND. It comes to about $3.50 per ton.

Mr. GORE. That is for the lead ore?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. For lead ore carrying S per cent.

Mr. GORE. How much would it be for ore carrying 50 per
cent?

Mr SUTHERLAND. It might be a great deal more than
that, because the ore might not be in great quantities.

Mr. GORE. But might it not be less?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I can hardly conceive of a case where
it would be less than that.

Mr. GORE. What is the average?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I am not able to tell the Senator, and
I doubt very much whether anybody is able to tell him.

Mr. CUMMINS. I take up for a moment the analysis of the
paragraph of the testimony of Mr. Allen read by the Senator
from Utah. I take it, now, that the Senator from Utah swill
agree with me that this was intended to inform the public as to
the profit to the miner in his work. That is true, is it not?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. That was one of the things.

Mr. CUMMINS. That was one of the things to be ascer-
tained. I take it that the lead mentioned in the paragraph as
being contained in a ton of ore was reckoned at the New York
price, that being the basis of prices in the West with respect to
this ore. That is true, is it not?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes.

Mr. CUMMINS. That being true, I fancy the Senator will
not deny that when the item of smelting, $8 a ton, is given, that
that includes the transportation upon the pig lead from Utah
to New York.
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It must be so; otherwise there is no charge in this specifica-
tion for the reduction that must take place from the price of
the lead, inasmuch as it has to be transported from Utah to
New York. It appears that the transportation rate is about $9
or $10 a ton on lead, is it not?

Mr. ALDRICH. It is $25.50 a ton.

Mr. CUMMINS. If that be true, this testimony again is
wrong and is absolutely unreliable; but I doubt, however, the
information of the chairman of the Committee on Finanee. I
would have to be receiving a great deal of assurance to be able
to assert that it costs $25 a ton to transport pig lead from
Utah to New York.

Mr. SMOOT. I have no definite information on that; but I
can assure the Senator that in the settlement with the miner
for lead ore there is a deduction of one and a quarter cents
per pound from the price of the lead for the expense of freight
from the State of Utah to New York.

Mr. CUMMINS. It may be that the avarice of the smelter is
beyond even my comprehension.

Mr. SMOOT. It is not the avariee of the smelter, but it is
a question of the railroad rate.

Mr., CUMMINS. I can not believe that the ordinary railway
rate upon lead from Salt Lake City to New York is §25 a ton.
If that is so, then how much would the freight be on a car-
* load of pig lead from Salt Lake City to New York if it is a

dollar and a quarter a hundred?

Mr. SMOOT. I ean very easily figure it, Mr. President. To
transport 40,000 pounds at a cent and a quarter, it would be
€500 a car. That is what the amount would be.

Mr. CUMMINS. Is the railway rate on pig lead from Salt
Lake City to New York $500 a car?

AMr. SMOOT. It would not surprise me at all if it were.

Mr. CUMMINS. The Senator lives in Utah; and does he say
that the railway rate is $500 a car on pig lead, or a half of it,
or a quarter of it?

Ar., SMOOT. There is no doubt about it, in my mind.

Mr. ALDRICH. I think the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
BoraH] has the figures.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senafor from Idaho?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do.

Mr. BORAH. I have tried to secure some accurate informa-
tion with reference to this very matter, because it is the con-
trolling point with reference to this subject; and I am going
to give what I believe to be, and what I believe will be found
to be, the correct figures with reference to it:

Another factor in which the Mexican lead l;|:||rmi\1u:t!ﬂ; have a great ad-
wantage is in the matter of transportation. rom the Prlnclpd Mexican
lead mines to the Mexican smelters the freight on ore is §3 per ton, and
as the ore containsg about 50 per cent lead, the freight is to $6 per
ton of pig lead. And from the smelter to New York the

lead i r ton, making the total cost of t tion from
-1:ines smS?hge New York market only $10 per ton of pE lead.

Mr. CUMMINS. From what point?

Mr. BORAH. The Mexican lead mines.

Mr. SMOOT. That is a water route.

Mr. BORAH. That is a water route; and that is the advan-
tage which they get.

The Idaho mines pay $8 {)er ton for freight on their ore to the smelt-
ers in Colorado, ed}unl to $16 per ton of pig lead; and from the smelter
to New York the latter costs $7 per ton.

Mr, CUMMINS. Does the Senator from Utah assert that it
costs a dollar and a quarter a hundred to transport pig lead
from Salt Lake City to New York?

Mr, SMOOT. Wait until the Senator from Idaho gets through,
and I will answer.

Mr, BORAH. The statement continues:

The total cost for freight is therefore $23 per ton of pig lead—

From the Idaho mines—
as against $10 per ton from the Mexican mines, a handicap for us of
$13 per ton.

Mr. SMOOT. I will say, in answer to the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. ComMmins], that from the State of Utah to New York
the freight is about $25 a ton.

Mr, CUMMINS. Very well. I am very glad to hear the Sen-
altoir from Utah reassert so extravagant and impossible a propo-
sition. .

Mr. SMOOT. It is $23 from Idaho, and I think it would be
$25 from the State of Utah.

Mr. CUMMINS. Now, just mark the disingenuousness of
that statement. The freight on the ore from the Colorado
smelter is included in the statement made by the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Boran]. He stated that the freight upon pig lead
from BSalt Lake City to New York was not more than $10 a ton;
but you stated it was a dollar and a quarter per hundred.

Mr, SMOOT, Istill sayitisa dollar anda quarter a hundred.

Mr. CUMMINS. I say it does not exceed $10 a ton.

Mr. SMOOT. That is 50 cents a hundred. ;

Mr. CUMMINS. And we will allow it to remain right there.

Mr. SMOOT. Iam perfectly willing for it to remain right there.

Mr. CUMMINS. Further investigation may determine who is
correct and who is not. If the freight on pig lead from Colo-
rado to New York is but $7 per ton, it is impossible that the
freight on pig lead from Salt Lake City to New York shall be
$25 a ton.

Mr., SMOOT. Mr. President, the rate on ore is always less
than the rate on pig lead, and the rate as given by the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. Boran] from the mines in his State to Colo-
rado was $8 on the ore—not on pig lead—and 50 per cent ore
would make it §16; and from Colorado to New York, $7, which
would make it $23. I do know that in the settlement with the
miners for lead ore by the smelters in Salt Lake City they de-
duct 1} cents per pound for freight.

Mr. CUMMINS. A statement that I have not denied; a state-
ment that I myself made a few moments ago to the Senator from
Utah. In his impatience, and in the apparent endeavor to dis-
eredit what I bave said, he denied that the rate on pig lead from
Utah to New York was substantially $10 a ton. You deny that
yet, do yon?

Mr. SMOOT. I do.

Mr. CUMMINS. You insist now that it is $25 a ton. I will
allow your knowledge of this subject as compared with my own
to be tested by examination of that one subject. Mark you, I
am saying nothing about the freight on the ore from the mines
to the smelter; that is a cost to be borne by the miner.

Mr. ALDRICH. Is the Senator from Iowa willing to admit
that it costs the producer of lead in Idaho and in Utah $25 a
ton to transport that lead from the mines to New York?

Mr. CUMMINS. I have not a doubt of it, Mr. President.

Mr. ALDRICH. That is the whole question involved in this
controversy.

Mr. CUMMINS. No; it is not the whole question involved
in this eontroversy, if I may be permitted to differ with the
chairman of the Committee on Finance.

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator tell me how much it costs
the Mexican producer to transport the lead products of his mine
to New York?

Mr. CUMMINS. I have no doubt that the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Borau] stated it correctly.

Mr. ALDRICH. That is a differential of $13.50 a ton on the
cost of lead between the Utah producer and the Mexican pro-
ducer; and the total amount of the differential provided in this
paragraph is $1250 a ton. The transportation rate is more
than the whole differential proposition of this provision.

Mr. CUMMINS. Now, Mr. President, we are perceiving the
real purpose. It has not yet been disclosed. It has been ad-
mitted here all the while that it costs $§12.50 a ton more for
the American smelter to convert his ore into lead than it costs
the Mexican smelter, and therefore he needed a compensating
duty. I know that it costs more to transport lead from Utah
and Idaho to New York than it does from the Mexican mines;
but what you are really doing—and I am glad to have it avowed
now—is to equalize, not the difference between the labor in the
United States and in Mexico, but to equalize the difference be-
tween the rates in transportation. That is one of the serious
evils that I think lies in this tariff bill. Are you intending, is
it your purpose, to equalize freight rates? If it is—

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I will say this: So far as I
am concerned, I propose, in the first instance, to equalize the
cost of production, so far as I can, which I think is only fairly
covered by the differential in this case. Then I propose to give
the miners of our Western States a chance to live and to breathe
when they are situated, as they are, farther from the markets
of this country, which are upon the Atlantic coast, than their
competitors in Mexico. Does the Senator from Iowa propose
to deny that to them? Does he propose to open up the markets
of the United States to all their competitors throughout the
world if the product happens to be located in Iowa, or in Utah,
or in any of the Western States? Are they to be deprived by our
legislation of an opportunity to compete in the markets of the
United States? I think not. That is not what my understand-
ing is of the protective policy.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, it has happened more than
once— :

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Towa
yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. CUMMINS. In just a moment. I want to answer the
suggestion of the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Avpricu].
More than once the Senator from Rhode Island has appeared
at a late stage in my observations, and without having oppor-
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tunity to know what the proposition is that I am attempting to
support, upbraids and reproaches me as an enemy to American
labor. Mr. President, I began my remarks by stating that I
wanted to so adjust the schedule as to enable our people to
take lead ore from our ground, to convert it into lead at our
smelters, and to pay to American laborers not only the full
measure of compensation which they now receive, but more as
time goes on.

I was attempting to say—and I will repeat it for the benefit
of those who were not here when I began—that we do put a
duty of 11 cents a pound upon lead to enable the mine owner,
or the laboring man, if you please—for I will substitute the
one for the other—to bring his ore to the smelter, If this 13
cents a pound, or $30 a ton, is not for that purpose, what is it
for? It is to enable the American mine owner or the American
producer to take his ore from the ground and bring it to the
smelter in order that it may be converted into commodities fit
for use. I have not complained about that. I voted for the
propositon to impose 14 cents a pound upon the lead in ore, but
now we are dealing with the smelter.

We have compensated for a large part of the difference in
the cost of transportation in the 1% cents a pound that we have
imposed upon lead ore. That has already been done, and now
we are trying to discover the terms upon which an Amer-
ican owner can take this ore and convert it into the finished
product.

There, I say, our inquiry must be, How much more does it cost
the American smelter to do that work than it does his rival
across the border? I was trying in a very feeble and inade-
quate way to ascertain from testimony how much it cost the
American smelter to do that work. I accepted the statement
of the Senator from Idaho [Mr, Boran], although I think it is
probably 25 per cent beyond the conclusion that would be
reached from an examination of the testimony.

It may be assumed that it costs $12.50 for the smelter to
convert his ore into lead bullion. If it does, and the efficiency
of Mexican labor is twice as great as the efficiency of American
labor—that is to say, if we do not get from our workmen for
the money paid them more than one-half the efficlency which
the Mexican smelter gets for the money he pays to his work-
men—then the cost abroad is $6.25. The amendment that I
have proposed to this paragraph provides for a differential of
$7.50 a ton. I do not believe that any loyal citizen of the
United States will declare that the efficiency of the American
workman is less than one-half the efliciency of the foreign
workman, as compared with the money paid to each. I have
never heard it so asserted. I have never heard it declared that
it was necessary to protect any commodity that comes from
the American hand more than 100 per cent. I am willing here
to attach to this process of converting the ore into bullion more
than 100 per cent, according to the estimates of the Senator
from Idaho himself.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do.

Mr. NELSON. At 2§ cents a ton the differential amounts
to $42.50 a ton. Mr. Brush in his testimony—and he is very
fair—approximates the figures that the Senator from Rhode
Island gave: -

The amount pald for freight on 1 ton of lead was $25.50—

The figures the Senator from Rhode Island gave—
that was freight on the concentrates to the smelter and freight from
lt}l‘:‘elms::mﬂ:er to the refiner of the bullion, getting it to the New York

Mr. Brush further states:

The total amount of freight pald—

He takes a ton from a specific mine. Mr. Allen is general
in his statement, but Mr. Brush takes a specific mine in Idaho.
He says:

The total amount of freight paild was $25.50. The cost to the
smelter was $5.55; the cost to the refiner was $4.50.

That makes $10.05 for the process of smelting and refining
that ore. That ore was of exactly the same grade as that
which the Senator from Utah deseribed.

As I have said, that makes $10.05 a ton for smelting and re-
fining. If you take even the figures the Senator from Idaho
gave, of a differential of $13 a ton in freight on the transporta-
tion of the ore from Mexico and from Idaho, you have a differ-
ence of $9 a ton. Nine dollars and the $10.05 which go in smelting
and refining, and $13—taking the Senator's figures—make nearly
$33. Deduct that from $42 and you have a difference of $9 a ton,
even with these extravagant freight figures. I think the rates
the Senator has given from the data he has are probably correct,
but I think the rates Mr. Brush gives, which are $25.50, is a

fair statement. He cites a specific case. Mr. Brush was under
oath, and you have, even taking the extreme figures, the cost of
refining and smelting at $10.05 a ton; and counting your differ-
ential in freights from Mexico to New York at $13 a ton, you
can see the vast difference between it and $42.50 a ton, which
you allow in the bill.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from Minnesota leaves out of
the calculation entirely the $40 a ton that is imposed upon the
contents of lead ore for the protection of the miner.

My, NELSON. It is included in the cent and a half a pound
on lead ore.

Mr. ALDRICH. Of course it is, and that is the protection of
the miner before the ore goes to the smelter at all.

Mr. NELSON. There are two processes: First, reducing the
ore to base bullion or bullion. There is a cent and a half to
protect that process; and then 2} cents for reducing the base
bullion and separating the lead from the silver.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. CUMMINS. I yield for a question; but I desire to finish
the remarks that I rose to make.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I dislike to trespass upon the Senator’s
time, yet I want to say just a word in response to the testimony
which the Senator from Minnesota has read. I have not read
the testimony all through, at least I have not read it recently;
but I undertake to say that when Mr. Brush testified that the
cost of extracting a ton of pig lead was only $5.50 he talked
arrant nonsense, because I know—I am not guessing about it at
all, for I come from a mining State—I know that the miners in
my State pay all the way from $8 to $12 a ton of ore for ex-
tracting the lend. That I know.

Mr, CUMMINS. And silver, I suppose?

Mr., SUTHERLAND. And no ton of ore that has ever been
made in the State carries as much as a ton of lead.

Mr. CUMMINS. I desire, if I can, to resume the thread of
my argument, and to give to the Senate the authority for my
statement that the freight on pig lead from Utah to New York
City was $10 a ton. It is from the testimony of Mr. Brush;
and inasmuch as his company smelts about one-half of all the
lead in the United States, and inasmuch as his company operates
very largely in Utah, as I am told, I think that his evidence is
very competent, This is what he said:

The CHAIRMAN. What do you charge them for freight—

Speaking, now, of the Silver King mine and the Daily-West
mine——

Mr. BRISTOW. From what page does the Senator read?

Mr. CUMMINS. Page 2389 of the hearings. =

The CHAIRMAN. What do you charge them for freight?

Mr. BrusH. Well, whatever we _have to ‘“f From Utah the char,
to New York is, on the bullion, I believe, $10 a ton. From Colora
it is $7. Unfortunately, I have not the figures before me from Utah,
but I know that from Colorado it is $7 a ton.

The CHAIRMAN. You think it is $10 from Utah?

Mr. BrusH. I think it is; but I am not sure. "

The CHAIRMAN. Our recollectlon is that Mr. Allen sald that It was
l31.25 llt.. hundred. I think that was the statement, but I have not
oca

Mr. BrusH, That could not be, because that would be $25 a ton;
would it not?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. BrusH., Of course frelght rates are open to Inspection; they are
all published.

e CHAIRMAN. But from your recollection, it is §10 J)er ton?

Mr. Brusu. Certainly not more than $10 a ton, and it may not be
more than $9.

The CHAIRMAN. And from Colorado, $7.

Mr. BrusH. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. You are positive about that?

Mr. BrusH. Yes. We have four or five smelters In the State of Colo-
rado, and we only have one in Utah. :

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do.

Mr. SMOOT. I should like 1o ask the Senator if he is willing
to give the same credence to all the other testimony of Mr.
Brush that he gives to his testimony on freight rates? I have
telegraphed to New York, and I will have the rates in a very
few minutes. _

Mr, CUMMINS. I am very glad the Senator has been dili-
gent about it.

Mr. SMOOT. I want to know if the Senator would take the
testimony of Mr. Brush in this book upon the statement of the
freight rates from Utah to New York on bullion.

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not accept in that way the statement
of any man. I always give any testimony that is submitted to
me the test of my own common sense and what little I know
with respect to commercial and industrial affairs. I believe the
freight rate upon pig lead from Utah to New York can not be
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$25 a ton. It would be so disproportionate, so absurd with re-
spect to other things with which I have some familiarity, that
I can not believe it. I believe the Senator will be candid—I
know he will be—when you put that-freight rate upon lead from
Utah to New York you had in your mind the freight rate from
the mine to the smelter as well as the freight rate from the
smelter to New York. Why not openly and candidly avow that?
There is no humiliation about it.

Mr. SMOOT. I want to say to the Senator as positively as
I can and as positive as words can put it that I have no such
thought in my mind. I know what the smelters charge from
the mine to the smelter, and I can bring you settlements by the
thousand by the smelting companies with different mines in
Utah, and I tell you now that they charge 11 cents for freight
from Utah to New York, or they deduet it in the settlement
from the lead. I will have in a very little while here what the
actual freight rate is. It may be a little less than $25. I
doubt whether it is very much less. But I want the Senate to
know just exactly what they do charge.

Mr. CUMMINS. I am very glad, because if there is any rail-
road that charges $25 a ton for carrying merchandise of this
kind from Salt Lake to New York City, then I believe the Con-
gress of the United States ought to turn aside for a few mo-
ments from the consideration of the tariff and deal with any
such railway.

I am quite aware that the very company of which Mr. Brush
is one of the vice-presidents may oppress the people of the coun-
iry. I am not here as his defender. I suppose he or his com-
pany takes from you whatever he can, and that seems to be
the habit in these days. But if he takes from you, or if his
company takes from you, $25 a ton, based upon the actual trans-
portation from Salt Lake City to New York City, then I believe
that the people of Utah ought guickly to awaken to some sense
of the slavery under which they are held and try to emancipate
themselves.

Resuming again at the point at which I was interrupted, I
said that the maximum cost of producing pig lead was, as far
as the smelter is concerned, $12.50 per ton. If that be so, and
the efficiency of our workmen is equal to the efficiency of the
Mexican workmen—I mean, as compared with the wages paid—
then the difference in cost can not exceed $6.25; and when we
put upon this product or upon this process a duty of $7.50 a
ton, if we have failed in our duty at all, it is to the consumer
of this product rather than to those who produce it.

Mr. NELSON. I wish to call the attention of the Senator
before he sits down to the fact that this testimony shows that
the cost of mining ore is only $3.50 a ton.

Mr. CUMMINS. They show that over and over again.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I am not going to trespass upon
the time of the Senate to discuss the details of this matter,
but as it is one of vital concern to the people of my State, I
desire to say a word in passing before the vote is taken.

Idaho, I think, produces about 33.7 per cent of the lead pro-
duced in the United States. I am interested alone in maintain-
ing and making effective the tariff which we have already fixed
upon the ore. If I could be satisfied that the rate either as sug-
gested by the committee or as the amendments provide will do
that, I should be satisfied with either. I am primarily con-
cerned and concerned alone as a representative of my State in
making effective the tariff upon ore, and to that end alone am I
addressing my remarks.

There is one thing certain, and that is that by no form of legis-
Jation here can you hurt the trust. It is idle to say there is
no lead trust, and it is equally idle to say there is no smelter
trust. Both of them are in existence, and one does not have to
live long in the Western States until he knows it. But you can
not by this legislation affect the lead trust or the smelter trust,
because they own their lead mines and smelters upon both sides
of the line, and anything you can do here in the way of legisla-
tion will not affect them, in my judgment, one way or the other,
They can transfer their base of operations from one side of the
line to another in the time a telegram goes from here announc-
ing any change.

I want to be fair, and I want the Senators from the Middle
States to appreciate that the western miners, the men engaged
in that great industry in our State, are paying their States more
to-day for that upon which they have to live than they ever paid
in the history of the mining regions of the West. A steer stand-
ing upon the hoof in the State of Nebraska or Towa or Minne-
sota, notwithstanding all the argument here, will buy more lead
than ever before. There is not a product which comes from
your farm in the State of Kansas or Iowa or Minnesota that
will not procure more paint for a house than at any time in the
history of the lead legislation of this country, and not a single

one of those products is injuriously affected by this tariff legis-
lation, nor do you propose to do so.

If we should take up to-day the question of trade relations
and trade balances between the great States which produce the
farming products of this country and the mining regions of the
country, you would find the balance of trade in favor of the
agriculturnl States. While the price of lead may have risen,
or may have to some extent gone up, you must remember in
the meantime that that for which we have been paying you all
the time has been going up 20 per cent above the lead rise. If
you will look over the farm products, you will find that within
the last ten years the rise has been from 30 to 250 per cent on
everything we in the mining regions buy. Can you calculate
any such rise in the price of the products of the mining region
of the West?

I do not represent here the smelter trust or the lead trust,
either. If we can settle the question of trusts by enacting pro-
visions in this bill, I am perfectly willing to join in that kind of
a programme. But, as I said a moment ago, that is impossible.
But, Mr. President, I know there are a large class of producers
in the State of Idaho wholly disconnected from either one of
these organizations. There is the independent producer, the
independent mine owner, and he is the man whom you affect the
moment you change the schedules in this bill.

You will not take one dollar out of the pockets of the lead
trust or the smelter trust by any change you may make. I say
without fear of successful contradiction that by reducing the
rate you will close down more than one independent mine in the
States of Utah and Idaho. Consider for a moment what the in-
dependent mine producer is up against with this produet.
First, he is up against the lead trust; second, he is up against
the smelter trust; and third, he is up against these exorbitant
railroad charges, which are so great as to startle Senators
when they are called out upon the floor of the Senate. He is
the man you strike at when you change the differentials in this
bill, for I undertake to say upon his own testimony that it is
impossible to live without them and do business. He is the
man who above all others in the West keeps up the rate of
wages to the laboring man in the West. Turn over the pro-
duction of lead to the lead trust and the smelter trust, and they
will fix not only the price of lead but the rate of wages.

The controlling power for the benefit of the development of
the mine and the keeping up of wages is the independent mine
producer. He is the one you should consider in framing this
bill. Senators have been reading testimony from day to day.
Testimony by whom? I am willing to concede that these men
are reputable in their professions and business, but you have
been reading the testimony of men who are engaged in what
kind of business? In the business of shipping lead into this
country, and the men who own smelters across the line and
are willing to employ peon laborers at 75 cents rather than to
pay $3.756 to American workmen—men so primarily concerned
in, 8o exercised with, their own interest that they can not re-
lieve themselves of their personal bias. But I am not willing
to have the rate of the wage-earner in the West or the price of
lead fixed npon the testimony of a man who wants to get lead
into this country as cheaply as he can and to employ labor at
as low a wage as possible.

How much more does it cost the farmer in Kansas and Iowa
and Minnesota to paint his house at the price of lead in this
country as compared with Canada? It costs him the exorbi-
tant sum of $2.76 more upon a five-room house than it does in
Canada; and we pay that back in four days in the beefsteaks
which we purchase from Kansas and Iowa and those States.

Take any product you will and compare it with this one
product alone, 'and we are paying you back, day by day, a hun-
dred per cent more than you are contributing to American labor
in the mines of the great West.

If we are going to legislate in spots, it is all right. If Sen-
ators are going to stand here on this floor and advocate their
interests and decry all others, that is one rule of conduct; but
if you believe in the doctrine of protection, there is no place
where you can embark upon it more successfully and more
pointedly than in the great mines of the West employing Ameri-
can labor in competition with peons in Mexico. Some one said
there is no evidence as to what peon labor costs in Mexico, but it
is so well settled, so universally accepted, that it would not be
asked for except in the Senate of the United States.

I have here a table which shows something of the rise of the
produets in the States of my friends from Kansas and Iowa and
Nebraska—the people who are so earnest for a revision of the
tariff. For instance, flour which we buy has gone up 30 per
cent during the last seven years; pork, of which we consume
thousands of dollars’ worth a year, has gone up 70 per cent;
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lard, which we buy, has gone up 200 per cent; beans, which we
buy, have gohe up 200 per cent; green peas, 160 per cent; dried
apples have gone up 250 per cent; ham has gone up 50 per cent;
bacon, 50 per cent; raisins—entirely too great a luxury for us—
have gone up 100 per cent.

It is, in my judgment, worth while, if we believe in the policy
of protection, to compare the figures of this situation, and see
whether, or not, we can successfully attack this great policy
upon the theory and principle and the basis upon which it has
been attacked. There are some of us here who do not have to
go and examine statistics and examine railroad tables to find
out what freights are, because it is a matter of such common
information that we have it at hand. But we do know this:
We have to pay them. We have the lead trust and the smelter
trust with which to contend, and if they get perpetual control
it will stop the opening of the mines in the West, because no
mines will be opened, except what they themselves own.

We are primarily concerned in this matter. There is no rea-
son why my colleagues or the Senators representing the West
should be interested in this other than as it brings prosperity
to their States, and there would not be any benefit to us if it
should appear that this differential was such as to impose an
extra burden, because we would not get the benefit of it beyond
that which is legitimate anyway.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I do not want to make any
extended reply to the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Borau], but I
desire to tell him in what a different attitude the people of the
Mississippl Valley are with respect to this matter. I come from
a State which produces more than half the iron ore of the
country, and yet our people are not standpatters on that ques-
tion. We are content with a reduction of 25 cents per ton from
67 cents, and we would be content even if ore was put on the
free list.

Mr. ALDRICH. Forty cents a ton is the present rate.

Mr. NELSON. Forty cents. I made a mistake. We are con-
tent with a reduction from 40 cents to 25 cents a ton, and we
would be content even with putting it on the free list.

The same is true in the matter of lumber. We are still one
of the great lumber-producing States of the Union—Minnesota
is—and we are quite willing to have lumber put on the free list.

Mr. BORAH. Of course the Senator is willing to have lumber
put on the free list. For years and years, when lumber was
the principal production of his State, it had protection, and now
when their chief products come from the soil, they seek duties
upon those products instead of lumber, and they wish to trans-
fer the free trade farther west.

Mr. NELSON. The Senator is mistaken. We were always in
favor of a reduced duty. I labored ten years ago with our peo-
ple to get them to put the duty at $1 o thousand. I did not
think we needed any duty at all at that time, and labored for
it. We never needed a duty on lumber.

Mr. BORAH. I am aware, as the Senator says, that ten years
ago he labored for that proposition, but I am also aware that
his people did not respond to his labors. They differed with

him.

Mr. NELSON. They agreed with me. It was the Committee
on Finance of the Senate, or the Senate, that did not respond
to the demand of the people.

The big States in the Mississippi Valley which furnish the
bulk of the Republican vote are not standing here as obstruc-
tionists to a revision of the tariff or the reduction of it to any
perceptible degree. We are willing to stand a reduction and to
bear our share of it, but when we come to this question the
people from the Pacific coast and the mountain States insist
on having everything just as it is—the same duty on lumber,
the same duty on coal, the same duty on iron ore and lead ore,
the same duty on hides, and everything. We are not so hide-
bound as that. We are willing to stand a reduction all along
the line for the good of the country.

I was very much amused the other day when my good friend
the Senator from Montana called attention to the valuable
documents we have here and held up the fact that there was
no excuse for any ignorance here, and that we who questioned
the tariff schedules were guilty of ignorance. I was very sorry
the Senator from Montana did not supplement a little further
the information we have in this Chamber.

We have a little information in this Chamber that reaches
beyond these volumes. When it comes to lumber, we have the
junior Senator from Maryland [Mr. Symira] and the junior
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. SteriieNsoN]. When it comes to
the matter of lead ore and when it comes to the matter of
wool and woolen goods, we have our good friend the Senator
from Utah [Mr. Sxoor] to instruet us, and when it comes to
the matter of glass, we have my good friend here, the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr, Scorr], whom I do not see. And so

I could go all around the Chamber and call the attention of the
Senator from Montana to the fact that we have far more orig-
inal information than is contained in these volumes piled up on
the desk. =

But these men who are possessed of that information are not
cranks like the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La ForrLETTE],
He is a crank not to vote on a schedule that affects his own
purse or affects his own interest. b

Mr, President, I am tired of being lectured about these
schedules and about the orthodoxy of the Republican party.
Let us recognize the fact that with a tariff bill it is just as it
is with the river and harbor bill. There is no use disguising it.
You tickle me and I tickle you. You give us what we on the
Pacific coast want for our lead ore and for our citrus fruit,
and we will tickle you people of New England and give you
what you want on your cotton goods.

That is all I desire to say in reply to the eloguence of the
Senator from Massachusetts the other day. How patriotic he
was! When you boil down the patriotism you come to the same
basis as that of the river and harbor bill. You vote for my
creeks, you vote for my harbors, you vote for my rivers, and I
will vote for yours, and shut my eyes, and it is all right,

So it is with the tariff bill. The people that stand between
these two elements—the New England element and the Moun-
tain States—are ground between the upper and the lower mill-
stone. We are willing to accept a reasonable reduction on our
products. How is it with the rest of you?

Mr. BORAH. How much wheat does your State produce?

Mr. NELSON. I do not recall the millions of bushels pro-
duced in the State of Minnesota, but I desire to tell the Senator
that the tariff on wheat which is on the statute books has not
¢done us a particle of good. It would be like a tariff on cotton,
YHecanse up to this time we have been exporting from one hun-
dred and {ifty to two hundred and fifty million bushels of wheat
a year. The price of our wheat is fixed by the Liverpool price,
the export price, and no duty up to this time has helped us.
It may be possible that in the future it may help us, when the
great Provinces to the north of us have greater development.
Then we may need protection against it, but we will not go to
the consumer and say, “ We want protection against Canadian
wheat, because it costs us more to raise our wheat than it does
over across the line in Canada.” We are not going to put it on
any such petty ground as you put everything that you set up
in connection with the tariff bill. It is all put on the shoulders
of the poor laboring man. The poor laboring man has to bear
the iniquities of the refining trust. He is compared with the
peons of Mexico. I wish they would take the Senators who are
so interested in the smelting and mining trusts and compare
them with the peons of Mexico. If I want information about
smelting and mining, I would not think of going to the books
which the Senator from Montana piled up. I would look right
in front of me to that seat [indicating] for information.

Mr. BORAH. The duty on wheat has been increased 5 cents,

Mr. NELSON. That was not with my consent. But I want
to remind the Senator, to ease his conscience, that they have
reduced the duty, as I said the other day, on chloroform 50
per cent. F

Mr. BORAH, Tt is quite evident that the duty on chloroform
has not had any effect.

Mr. NELSON,. I think the cheapness of the duty on chloro-
form has evidently affected the Senator from Idaho.

Mr., BORAH. There is not a product which is produced in
the State of Minnesota, so ably and well represented by the
Senator from Minnesota——

Mr. NELSON. Leave that part out.

Mr., BORAH. I can not leave that out, because I am sworn
to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth.

Mr, NELSON. You may see it with biased eyes.

Mr. BORAH. But its produets are all fully protected. There
has not been any reduction. There has not been any change in
the Dingley Act so far as its interests are concerned.

Mr. ALDRICH. And increased.

Mr. BORAH. There has always been an increase where there
has been any change at all.

Mr. NELSON. We are quite willing to have a reduction,
even on cabbages and potatoes and lettuce and all garden
“gass,” and even dried apples, to which the Senator referred
a moment ago, We in Minnesota do not, I may say, raise any
dried apples, but still we are willing to have the ‘rates re-
duced on those apples. We use them, and in the interest of the
consumer I favor a reduction.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, there has been a great deal
of interesting discussion here, but it has mostly been directed
to the excessive cost of mining lead in the United States as
compared with the cost in Mexico. This amendment relates to
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a duty on the smelting of pig lead of five-eighths of a cent per
pound. .

The weight of the argument here has been advanced in
behalf of the miner, and he, as was said by the Senator from
Towa, was protected when we put a duty of 1} cents per pound
on the lead in lead ore. The question now is, Is a duty of five-
eighths of a cent per pound ample protection or too much for the
smelter, who takes the ore after it has come from the mine and
reduces it to pig lead? This duty should represent the differ-
ence between the cost of such reduction in foreign countries
and here, and whatever that increased cost is in the United
States as against Mexico should be protected by a duty on pig
lead in excess of that on lead ore.

The cost of smelting has been fully discussed. The junior
Senator from Utah [Mr. SuTHERLAND] has declared that it av-
erages from $8 to $10 per ton of ore as it comes from the mine,
I want you to remember that. I think the junior Senator from
Utah has emphasized, with all the emphasis he can give it, that
it costs, we will say, $8 a ton, the lowest figure given, for smelt-
ing ore as it comes from the mine. He read the testimony of a
Mr. Allen, who appeared before the committee and stated that
it cost $8 a ton, and added that $8 into the cost that was at-
tached to the lead that comes from a ton of erude ore. ILet us
look at that a minute, First, we will take Mr. Allen's testi-
mony, 0 that we can not be mistaken. On page 2323 of the
House hearings Mr. Allen said:

It cost the miner to f]mdm:e this ore as follows: Ten per cent deduc-
tion from the price of lead cost him 93 cents, and 5 per cent deduction
from the price of gold cost him 9 cents per ton; 5 per cent deduetion
from the price of silver cost him 41 cents; average wagon and railway
haul cost him $2.50 ger ton ; sampling, 50 cents a ton; smelting, $8 a
ton; and mining, $3.50 a ton. Some of those figures are estimates of
my own, but they are well within the facts, and the sum total is con-
servative, The total cost, then, to the miner was $15.93, and he re-
ceivetd $19.38 per ton, which would leave an apparent profit of $3.45
per ton.

He states that the cost of smelting that ore was $8 per ton
as it came from the mine. That was Mr. Allen’s statement,
which the junior Senator from Utah read. But that was not
the only statement Mr. Allen made. Turning to the same vol-
ume, beginning on page 2329, at the bottom of the page, Mr.
Allen was interrogated by Representative Hirr, of the Ways
and Means Committee, and this is what he said:

Mr. Hinn, You said the rate was $8 a ton | A
a ton of ore or a ton of lead? $9.8 to0dn Utab. 100 yoy. nein

Mr. ALLEN. A ton of ore,
hgr. CLARE. And you said you got 160 pounds of lead from a ton of
ore

Mr. ALLEN. On the average, in 1906, we got 164
i e B0 pounds of lead from

Senators, I want you to follow this ealculation. I should like
to have the attention of the chairman of the Committee on
Finance,

# . ou mean to tell th
panies D tes $100 % tan Yor wheiting the 1osdy et tha smalttng com-

Ar ‘I‘llt‘ﬁx'lfx toi:ere are only 164 pounds of lead II.I at f
g pog 8 8 tom Bt G e Ol et b sl R
E i tha liad. A DRt Gf tha STIvEr Rl gk of the cors ™ e ould

Because the entire product, the value of a ton of pig lead, is
only $86 in New York, while Mr. Allen has testified that it cost
the miner $06.32 to get it out of the ore for smelting.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Kansas
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. BRISTOW. Certainly.

Mr, SUTHERLAND. The Senator from Kansas will certainly
not overlook the fact that in addition to the lead which is re-
covered from that ton of ore the miner also gets $1.84 in gold
from each ton and $8.22 in silver from each ton.

Mr. BRISTOW. Just add that, I have not got the figures
and the Senator has them. How much was it? -

Mr. SUTHERLAND. One dollar and eighty-four cents in
gold and $8.22 in silver that the miner receives in addition to
the lead. In other words, if the Senator will permit me——

Mr, BRISTOW. Certainly.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. Allen says that in this ton of ore
there is first of all 8 per cent lead. Then there is $1.84 in
gold, and then there is $8.22 in silver. After making the deduc-
tions for the loss of percentages in the smelting,-the net profit
of the ore is $19.38, which includes the lead and the -silver and
the gold; and this $96.32 for smelting includes not only the
lead but the silver and gold.

Mr. BRISTOW. Suppose there had been no silver and gold
and the ore had borne only 8 per cent of lead, and he had paid
$8 per ton for smelting, where would he have been?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. In that event the cost of smelting would
have been too great to admit of the ore being smelted at all.

Mr. BRISTOW.
through.

Now, we will turn again to the statement of Mr. Brush, which
is found on page 2437, wherein Mr. Hirr called the attention of
Mr. Brush to the testimony of Mr. Allen. Mr. Allen, mind you,
had testified that it cost §8 a ton to reduce the crude ore that
comes from the ground to lead.
tealf‘ir' Hll?.l:-. Were you present last week when Mr. Allen, of Utah, was

g

Mr. Brusn. No, sir.

Mr. HiLL. There is one fact there which I think, in justice to your
own company, ought to be explained, and if it is wrong it ought not to
continue in the record as it is. He stated that they were compelled in
Utah to $8 a ton on ore for smelting ; that that ton of ore averaged
and produced 164 pounds of lead.

Mr. BrusH, Yes.

Mr. Hirn. Figuring the lead at 4.3 a pound, I asked this question:
If there are only 164 pounds of lead in a ton of ore, and they pay $5 a
ton for the ore, it would make 123 times $8, or $100 for smelting a
ton of lead, which, at 4.3 a pound, would amount to $96.32, and the
smelter would take all the lead and part of the silver and part of the
gold. Now, is that true?

Mr. BrusH. It does not look like an economical possibility on the face
of it.‘docs it lla.l'r. HILL?.

Please remember your statement until I get

* L - ®
& Mr, HiLn. It seems absolutely marvelous to me that that is the situa-
on.

Mr. BrusH. It is not the situation. That is the reason why I en-
deavored to give you figures this morning in my testimony with refer-
ence to the 8 per cent lead ore as to what actually took place, where
the cost came in, and who would pay it, and who would receive the
profits.

Now, what was the testimony that Mr. Brush referred to in
this statement? It is found on page 2394, in which he ex-
plained wherein Mr. Allen was mistaken. Mr. Brush said, in
answering a question of the chairman, which I shall read:

The CHAIRMAN. The smelter will take it at his price, which 18 the
market price, and when that gets down below the point where it
pleases them they shut down?

Mr. Brusm. That is what they do. I only referred to 4 cents be-
canse that was the point that was fixed upon b{y a number of mines,
and I selected a mine in the Coeur d'Alene which was able to make
money at 4 cents, although that mining company owned three other
mines, all of which closed down. Now, in working out that ore, the
ore ran 8 per cent lead—

The same as the ore in Utah—

and 33 ounces of silver to the ton of ore. When it was concentrated
it required 7.8 tons of ore to make 1 ton of concentrate.

In the process of concentration the mine loat 13 per cent of lead
and 33 per cent of silver in the ore, and the concentrates were sh%pped
to our smelters in Colorado. Now, without going through all of the
calenlations that are before me, I will say that It came down to this:
The 1 ton of lead cost the mine—I am speaking now of actual cost—

Of a ton of lead, not a ton of ore, but a ton of lead—

cost $48.35 to mine it and to concentrate it, and two-thirds of that cost
was labor, while the other third was very largely timber. The amount
paid for freight on 1 ton of lead was $25.50; that was freight on the
concentrates to the smelter and freight from the smelter to the refiner
of the bullion, getting It to the New York basis.

The freight, which has been discussed so much here this
morning, represents a shipment of concentrates from the mine
in Utah to the smelter in Colorado, and the concentrates are
about 50 per cent lead. So rather than smelt in Utah or Idaho
they ship it to Colorado and it is smelted there, and they pay
freight on half of it that is dead waste from the mine to the
smelter in Colorado. Now, what has this ton of lead cost?

The amount of freight paid was $25.50.

That is from the time it left the mine until it reached New
York as pig lead.
The cost to the smelter was $5.55.

That was the cost of smelting the concentrates in Colorado—
$5.55 a ton—and that is all it cost, and that is the duty we are
providing for now. We are not providing a duty for concen-
trates. The ore taken from the ground in Mexico is concentrated
in Mexico before it is shipped to the United States for smelting.
All of the expense that represents this $48 here is borne in
Mexico before it crosses the line or before it is considered by
the custom-house. What we are to consider here in fixing this
duty is the cost of the labor in reducing concentrates to pig
lead, and Mr. Brush, whose smelters last year reduced, I be-
lieve, about 3,000,000 tons of ore, says that it cost $5.55 a ton.
Now, continuing, he says:

The cost to the reflner was $4.50, making a total cost of §£83.90.

That was the entire cost for a ton of pig lead, all told, in-
cluding the silver that was contained in the ore from which the
lead was taken.

The sliver in it was worth $16.21. If you deduct that, and throw all
the cost upon the lead, which is certalnly not a fair way of figuring
costs, you will bring out the cost of 1 ton of lead—

This ton of lead, remember, was taken from 14 tons of ore,
and the total cost of that ton of lead, which represents the
product of 14 tons of ore, was $67.69, while the Senator from
Utah says that it cost fourteen times $8 to smelt it alone, Mr,
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Brugh says it cost $67.69, or $3.38 a hundred pounds. He claims
that it ought to be worth 4 cents a pound in order to pay, and
he goes on and tells how this profit of 62 cents is divided:

That profit was dividede—381 ecents to the mine, 15 cents to the
smelter, and 16 cents to the refiner.

Senators, if there is any inequity in the dealings between the
smelter and miner, it is in the amount of profit that goes to
the miner. It seems to be a partnership affair, and this 62
cents profit is divided between the miner and the smelter and
refiner. The miner gets half and the refiner the other half.
Whether that is equitable and just I do not know, but in re-
ducing this rate of duty from five-eighths of a cent fo three-
eighths of a cent, as has been suggested by the amendment of
the Senator from Iowa, it will simply take off a part of the
profits of this 62 cents. The division that might occur should
come either from the smelier, the refiner, or from the producer,
wherever the equity lies. The duty of $30 per ton of producing
this lead is imposed to protect the miner. If the miner is not
protected in this country by a duty of $30 per ton, then there
is something wrong, and that wrong ought to be corrected, but
it ought not to be corrected by imposing an additional burden
upon the American people.

Again, Mr. Edward Brush, on page 2390, speaks in referring
to the cost of smelting from a particular mine. The chairman
of the Committee on Ways and Means asked:

tZl _}hlnk you gave me the total cost of smelting and refining, both,
a -

The total cost of refining and smelting, both, at $7.

Mr. BrusH, That Is the charge made by the smelier, and the smelter
has to gay the freight to the refinery out of that.

The CHAIRMAN. mething over $7 for that mine, the Sllver King?

Mr. BrusH. About; I will give it to you exact—

Now, this is what Mr. Brush said:

One month it was $6.91;: the next month, $6.78; the next month
$7.86. It waries in accordance with the percentage of sulphur and
the percentage of zinc in the ore.

Giving the exact cost month by month in specific figures,
dollars and cents.

Again, I will take the testimony of Mr. Thomas L. Wood, of
Colorado, as found in the hearings on page 2385. Some criti-
cism has been made of Mr. Brush here. I do not know any-
thing about Mr. Brush, except that he seems to know something
about the smelting business and the cost of it. Mr. Wood in
the paragraph which I will read is giving a statement of the
charges made. I will not read the first. It is in technical
terms, showing what the net profits were on so many tons of
ore that were sent to the smelter; but in referring to the con-
centrates he says:

To produce 27,170 pounds of concentrates we crushed about ten times
the amount of crude ore—

I will read that again. I want every one to hear it.

To produce 27,170 pounds of concentrates we crushed about ten
times the amount of crude ore—say, 136 tons—makin roceeds at
mine about $3 per ton for the are, which muost be
charged costs of mining, milling, management, insurance, taxes, etec.,
which, on a T75-ton daily capacity, are not less than $2 per ton—

Now, what does that $2 cover? It covers mining, milling,
management, insurance, taxes, and so forth—
and this does not cover mine development mor interest on Investment.

He contended that that was not too much. It gave them
a net profit of a dollar a ton on, we might say, the raw ore
as taken from the ground, but $2 a ton covered in that case
the expense of mining, crushing, and reducing to concentrates.

A good deal has been said here about the silver and the gold
that is taken from the Utah and Idaho mines. Let us apply
the declarations of the Senator from Utah as applied to the
lead that is mined in the State of Missouri, where there is no
silver and no gold, but simply lead, and see if it is a reasonable
statement and if the cost of $8 a ton to smelt the ore is borne
out by the facts. We will take the statement made by Edward
A. Rozier, of Missouri, in the hearings, page 2341. If Mr. Rozier
is not a credible witness, I would be glad to have one of the
Senators representing the State of Missouri say so now, be-
cause I am going to read from his testimony. Mr. Rozier, from
Missouri, on page 2341, says in regard to the cost of pig lead:

1 will say, in a general way, that it costs in the St. Francois
district about 3.5 to 3.6 cents a pound to produce pig lead. Most of
the companies mine the ore and produce the lead into pigs. That is
about the cost.

As to the amount of lead in a ton of ore, Mr. Rozier said, on
page 2343 :

The disseminated lead ore is a low-grade ore ranging from 4 per
cent to 10 per cent, and it ma{‘be safe to state that practically the
entire output of sontheastern Missourli may be called a 5 per cent
ore, considered on a metallic basis.

That is, there is 5 per cent of lead on the average in a ton
of ore that is mined in southeast Missouri.

This ore is found at depths of not less than 300 feet up to 575 feet.
It must therefore be apparent that the ore of Bt. Francols County can
at best produce only about 100 ?onnds of pig lead to each ton of ore
mined, and this 1 unds of pig lead at the present average market
price for 1008 of $4.95 per hundred would only produce $4.35 gross.

There is 100 pounds of lead taken from a ton of ore—20 tons
of ore is necessary to secure 1 ton of lead—throughout the lead
mines of Missouri, which produce more than one-fourth of the
lead that is used in this country. If the statement of the
junior Senator from Utah is correct, it costs $16G0 to smelt that
ore alone, or $8 a ton for 20 tons. This shows the danger of
Senators standing upon this floor and making statements when
they are not thoroughly advised as to the facts.

Again, Mr. Marshall D. Smith, on page 2368, testifies. Mr.
Marshall D. Smith is from Georgetown, Colo., and if Mr.
Marshall D. Smith’'s testimony is not reliable, I should be
glad to have a Senator from Colorado challenge it now and
state why it is not. He testifies as follows:

During that period we (as well as the other large lead producers of
that distriet) estimated that the quotation of lead needed to be in the
near neighborhood of $4 per 100 pounds, and that the grade of ore
mined could not fall below 4 cent in iead. or, in other words, con-
tain less than 80 pounds of lead to the ton of ore in order to break
even and something better than this to operate to a profit.

That is, they must get 80 pounds in order to break even, and
more than 80 pounds in order to have a profit.

In other words, 80 pounds of lead times §4 Eer hundred equals $3.20

¥er 80 pounds, or $80 per ton, was what it then cost to produce lead
rom that grade of ore in that district. Furthermore, it was estimated
by engineers thoroughly familiar with that distriet, am whom 1
may name such men as Frank L. Nason, of New Haven, nn., and
Arfhur M. Winslow, state geologist of Missouri, that the average grade
of the commercial bodies of ore in the Fat River district of south-
eastern Missourl was not above 7 per cent.

Now, this ore which was mined was bearing lead at 4 per
cent; and if it did not bear more than 4 per cent of lead of
native ore, it did not pay to mine it; if it did bear more than 4
per cent, it could be mined at a profit; or if they could get a
ton of lead out of 25 tons of crude ore, then they could mine it
at a profit; but if they had to pay what the junior Senator
from Utah says has to be paid for the smelting of the crude ore,
it would cost eight times twenty-five to smelt it alone, or $200
per ton for the lead when it sells in the market for $86.

Senators, I want to know if we are expected to fix duties in
this bill upon statements of that kind. I guess it is not worth
while for me to read any more of this evidence. I want to
confirm the declaration of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cux-
aixs], and to invite any Senator in this body to go through that
stack of literature which was piled upon the desk of the Senator
from Montana [Mr. CarTER] the other day, and which is brought
here in such great abundance for our guidance, to point to a
single line of testimony there to show it costs more than $8 a
ton to smelt ore and reduce it to pig lead.

I am not talking here at random, and I am not giving infor-
mation that comes from experience. I am standing here pro-
testing against this, not because I have any personal interest
in it, I resent the insinuation made by the Senator from
Idaho recently against the sincerity of purpose of the men who
are standing here protesting against this exorbitant and, in my
humble judgment, outrageous differential. If a Senator can
not stand here on this floor and defend what he believes in
his conscience is just and right to his constituents without hav-
ing his motives impugned by Senators who hold different views,
I think it is time that there was a higher grade of men sitting
in this Chamber.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President—

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas
yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BRISTOW. I do.

Mr. BORAH. Did the Senator from Kansas intend to refer
to the junior Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BRISTOW. No; I beg the junior Senator's pardon; I
did not. I referred to the senior Senator, when he stated that
the men who were complaining of this excessive duty had not
received any complaints from their constitutents, ‘but were doing
s0 to curry popularity with them. That is the remark that I
am now resenting, not in my own behalf, because it seemed to
be directed to every Senator on this floor who appeared to take
issue with the senior Senator from Idaho in regard to this
matter, : ’

If it does not cost to exceed from five to eight dollars a ton
to smelt lead ore and reduce the lead from its state in the ore to
pig lead, why should there be placed a duty of twelve dollars
and a half to represent the difference in cost here and in a
foreign country? Concede that it does not cost half as much




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

1883

or 40 per cent as much to smelt the ore in Mexico as it does
in the United States, it costs only $8 in the United States. I
challenge any Senator to show a line of testimony before Con-
gress that shows it to cost more. This challenge stands open;
and I should be glad to have such testimony pointed out. If
it costs, then, but $8, there can be no reason for fixing the duty
or differential at $12.50.

The amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
CumMmins] reduces it from $12.50 to $7.50—50 cents less than
the maximum cost as shown by the testimony. Of course, I do
not think that is a sufficient reduction in duty. Two-eighths
would be abundant, I am, however, willing to accept the
judgment of the Senators who are as earnestly desirous of
these reductions as I am. I think the rate ought to be less. I
am willing, however, to yield to the judgment of the Senators
who are in favor of this reduction, and support the proposition
which they agree covers every possible contingency in protect-
ing the wages of the American miner,

It was said on Saturday in this discussion that there are lead
miners in Kansas, 1 am glad there are, and I wish there were
more. It was for the protection of the American miner that I
voted the other day for a cent and a half duty on lead ore, and
for no other reason. I do not belleve that the duty of a cent
and a half on lead ore ought to have been imposed, but it was
imposed in the wisdom of a past Congress. Under that stimu-
lus, that subsidy, if you please, there have been opened up mines
throughout the Mountain States which, if you reduce the duty
below a cent and a half now, would doubtless be closed, be-
causge they are barren and do not produce a great deal of lead
per ton of crude ore. Rather than close those mines and start
men out seeking employment, I supported the measure, which
I did not think was justified for any other reason; but to say
that you have got to give the smelting industries of this country
a protection of four dollars and a balf a ton more than it costs
them to smelt their product in order to protect the wages of the
miner, seems to me, is a very extravagant and farfetched con-
clusion.

If you take this $4.50 a ton off the profits of these smelters,
they in turn have the power to take it out of the pockets of the
miner, it is said, and this they have no right to do. That may
be; but to correct that evil and injustice requires different legis-
lation than can be had in a tariff bill. If there is a smelter
trust in this country that has so intrenched itself that it can
crush the miners in order to gratify its insatiable greed, then
the thing to do is to legislate against that trust, so as to take
from it that power, and not to impose an additional burden upon
the people of the United States that it may reap all of the
profits that its greed may demand.

There is no Senator on this floor who will stand more ear-
nestly in favor of measures to curb the power of these great
combinations of capital than I; but you can not do it by impos-
ing additional burdens upon the American people in the shape
of tariff taxes. Every cent of duty that is placed upon lead
bullion or white lead increases the cost of lead bullion and
white lead to the people of the United States, for we do not
produce as much lead as we consume; and for that which we
have to buy in foreign countries we pay the cost in the foreign
countries plus the duty that is levied at the ports of the United
States. I stand here and am pleading to you as earnestly as I
know how to fix this rate at a figure that will be just, not only
to the smelter and to the miner, but to the people who buy their
products. I hope, in considering this matter, Senators will cast
aside the consideration which seems to weigh upon the minds of
many—that is, that they fear a reduction of this duty will be
a rebuke to the Committee on Finance. I have not the slightest
desire to rebuke or to differ in opinion from the Committee on
Finance; I had rather a hundred times agree with them than
to disagree with them ; but I can not consent to vote a duty upon
a product which is $4.50 per ton more than the entire cost of
the labor in this country.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, as one of the junior Mem-
bers of this body, I want to say that while I have listened to
this discussion with a great deal of pleasure, it has been abso-
lutely confusing. One Senator will address this body and refer
to certain testimony, another to yet other testimony, and one
will make assertions that are promptly contradicted by
another, I must confess that, so far as I am concerned, I
have been more confused than enlightened by this discussion.
I am somewhat in the condition of an old Kentucky friend
who was describing to me on one occasion the extent of a
great crowd he had seen assembled in New York City. He
deseribed it by saying that there was such a crowd that when
he went to scratch his own arm he found out he was scratching
another man's arm. [Laughter.]

The guestion that occurs to my mind is: What are we to do?
We have a Finance Committee, which has heard all the testi-
mony in this case. That committee, in arriving at its conclu-
sions, doubtless weighed all the testimony that was heard,
while we in this body are listening here and there to excerpts
from the testimony of various witnesses. I take it, sir, that
the committee which heard all this testimony, and which
weighed all this testimony, is in a much better condition to
pass upon what is right and what is wrong than any individual
Senator in this body. I have confidence in the ability of that
committee; I have confidence in the honor of that committee;
I have confidence in the honor and ability of the Senators who
come here from the lead States, who are more interested by
far than are the rest of us; and it occurs to me, sir, that the
most sensible thing for the Senate to do is at as early a mo-
ment as possible to suspend this debate, and before we are
entirely lost in the fog to vote to sustain the report of the
committee.

Mr, STONE. Mr. President, I deslre to make a brief state-
ment, not to debate the question before the Senate further than
I have already done; but I am anxious that the exact situation
should be distinctly understood, to the end that there may be
no misunderstanding now or hereafter regarding it.

Paragraph 179 of the bill, as it came from the House of Rep-
resentatives, provided that—

Lead dross, Including all dross containing lead, lead bulllon or base
bullion, lead in pigs or bars, old refuse lead run into blocks or bars,
and old scrap lead fit only to be remanufactured, lead in any form not
speclally provided for in sectlons 1 or 2 of this act, and the lead con-
tents contalned In lead-bearing ores of all kinds; all the foregoing, 1%
cents per pound.

That is the form in which the House of Representatives sent
that paragraph to the Senate. It laid a duty of 1% cents per
pound upon the lead contents of lead-bearing ore, and 1% cents
per pound upon pig lead or bullion. The Senate Finance Com-
mittee amended that paragraph so as to provide a duty on the
contents of lead-bearing ore of 1% cents per pound, but took out
lead bullion, pig lead, and so forth, from that paragraph,
transferred those articles to paragraph 180, and raised the duty
to 2} cents per pound.,

Mr. President, when I read paragraph 179, as it passed the
House and came to the Senate, I felt that the House had not
wisely determined the rate as between lead ore and lead bullion.
It seemed to me then, and does now, that, considering all things,
with a view to a symmetrical and scientific arrangement of the
schedule, a somewhat higher rate should have been imposed
upon the bullion than upon the ore. If I could bave framed
the House provision, I would have fixed ithe duty on the lead
contents of ore at not less than 1 cent and not more than 1}
cents per pound, and would have fixed the rate on lead bullion
at about 1% cents per pound. I mean to say that, upon the
theory on which the bill was constructed, those rates of duty
would have been laid in about the right proportion; but, as the
House, after full deliberation and after a thorough hearing of
all the interests concerned, thought proper to fix rates between
the ore and the metal as they did, I felt inclined to accept them,
although it was not as I myself would have constructed the
paragraph.

The Senate committee has established a differential between
the ore and the bullion. I think that was the proper thing
to do, only, in my judgment, they did it in the wrong way. I
think it would have been better and more wisely done if the
Senate committee had reduced the rate on the lead contents
of ore somewhat and left the duty as fixed by the House on
the bullion; or, if they raised it at all, to have done so by a
very slight fraction.

So, Mr. President, the other day, when the guestion before
the Senate was upon agreeing to the amendment proposed by
the Senate committee to paragraph 179, I voted against it. I
voted against it because I believed then, as I do now, that the
rate fixed by the House bill upon the more refined products
of the ore, pig lead or bullion, at a cent and a half a pound,
was as high as it ought to be. I believed then, as I do now,
that the rate on the lead contents of the bullion should have
been somewhat lower; but I was unable then, and still am, to
see that any particular harm or serious commercial disturbance
would occur by leaving both at the same rate in this instance.
So I voted against the Senate amendment to paragraph 179,
with the understanding—which was a correct understanding—
that if it should be rejected by the Senate, it would restore
the House provision and leave both ore and bullion at the rate
of 1} cents per pound. I preferred that, in the interest of the
entire constituency of my State and of the Union, to agreeing
to the amendment proposed to paragraph 179 by the Senate

committee, as that would lead inevitably, or, at least, in the
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ordinary and natural course of making rates, it would lead to a
higher rate on pig lead or bullion. I prefer the House provision
to the Senate amendments, as they are presented in paragraphs
179 and 180.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I do not rise to make any ex-
tended remarks on this question, for I consider that it has been
pretty thoroughly discussed, but at the request of a number of
Senators I desire to make a concise statement of just what the
results have been in the State of Utah not only in the mining
of lead, but of silver and gold as well. I have carefully gone
over the statistics of the State for the year 1906, and I wish
in a few brief words to present to the Senate the results with
respect to mining in that State for 1906. I think it will be a
fair average of lead mining, for we produce in Utah some
65,000 tons of lead each year, and we are the third State in
the Union so far as production goes.

In 1906 we produced 125,342,836 pounds of lead or 164 pounds
of lead for each ton of ore mined. But in that ore mined and
smelted were 68,340 ounces of gold, or an average of 0.089
ounce of gold in each ton of ore. It also contained 9,406,758
ounces of silver, or an average of 12.27 ounces of silver to
each ton. Eighty-two per cent of all the silver produced in
Utah came from lead ores. Twenty-six or 27 per cent of all
the gold produced in that State came from lead ores.

The price of lead ore in 1906 was $5.70 per hundred. The
price of gold was $20.67 per ounce. The price of silver was
67 cents per ounce. Therefore the value of the contents of
the average ton of ore in our State was, lead, $9.82; gold, $1.84;
gilver, $8.22, or an average to the miner of $19.38 per ton.

It cost the miner to produce this ore the following amounts:
There was 10 per cent deduction for the loss of lead in smelting,
which amounted to 93 cents; § per cent deduction for the loss
of gold, 9 cents; 5 per cent on silver, which is 41 cents. The
average wagon and railway haul costs the miner $2.50 per ton.
The sampling per ton of that ore was 50 cents. The average
smelting per ton of that ore was $8, and the mining of that ore
averaged $3.50.

And, mind you, Mr. President, that mining means the mining
of ore produced by mines paying—that is, by mines upon a pay-
ing basis. It does not take into consideration the hundreds
of thousands of dollars that are paid every year for the pros-
pecting and development of nonproducing mines in trying to
make them producers. The total of all the cost to the miner
was $15.93. The miner receiving $19.38 per fon, with this cost
deducted, shows what would appear to be a profit of $3.45, and
was for that year. But a mine is not like a farm. A dividend
from a mine is not like a dividend from a mercantile estab-
lishment or a bank. A dividend from a mine is the capital
of the mine, because no ore that you take from it can ever be
replaced.

And note the difference in the prices of lead and silver during
1906 and to-day. To-day lead is worth $4.30. In 1906 it was
worth $5.70, which would show a difference of $2.20 for every
ton produced. Silver in 1906 was worth 67 cents an ounce.
To-day it is worth 50 cents an ounce. That means a difference
in every ton of $2.09, making $4.38 which to-day it would fall
short of what it was in 1906, or the apparent gain in 1906 of
$3.45 is entirely lost. That simply means, then, that there are
a number of low-grade mines that have had to suspend; and I
could name now a number of producing mines in 1906 which
have been compelled to suspend.

The trouble in this whole matter has been that some Senators
have mixed up the cost of smelting a ton of ore with the cost of
smelting a ton of pig lead, and then have iried to figure the
differential of five-eighths of a cent on the cost of smelting a
ton of ore in one case and the cost of producing a ton of pig
lead in another; and these figures, based upon two distinct and
separate propositions, never will instruct Senators as to what the
differential should be. Let us figure on 2,000 pounds of pig
lead. During the year 1906 the average lead in a ton of ore in
the State of Utah was 164 pounds. That means it took 123
tons of ore to produce 1 ton of pig lead. The differential we are
talking about here is five-eighths of a cent on pig lead or $12.50
on 2,000 pounds. The mistake of the Senator from Kansas is
that he says that that differential is $12.50, and as it costs only
$8 to smelt a ton of ore there is a differential of $4.50 per ton
of pig lead too much. That is the trouble here.

I desire to call the attention of Senators to the fact that it
costs $8 to smelt. Let us assume that there is only a differ-
ence between the cost in Mexico and the cost in the United
States of smelting a ton of ore, not pig lead, of $1: and there is
not a Senator here who will not say there is more than $1 dif-
ference between the cost in Mexico and the cost here. Then, on
12} tons of ore required to make a ton of pig lead, means $12.20,
as every Senator here can figure.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Kansas?

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly.

Mr. BRISTOW. I should like to inquire how the $12.20 is
expended ; in what way; how; what different processes does the
ore go through? Do you count the concentiration as well as the
smelting ?

Mr. SMOOT. I have counted nothing but $8 for smelting,
and I take the testimony of the very man whom the Senator
quoted. I have not assumed there would be 40 per cent be-
tween the smelting charges of the two countries, but I simply
take $1 a ton difference; and in the lead ore of our State, of
which it took 12} tons of ore to make a ton of pig lead, $1 dif-
ference means $12.20, and the differential of five-eighths of T
cent we are asking here on 2,000 pounds of pig lead means
$12.50; and that is within 30 cents on 1 ton of pig lead.

Mr. BRISTOW. I may be dull, but I do not exactly under-
stand how, if it costs only $8, the Senator gets $12.20.

Mr. SMOOT. Let me explain it again to the Senator. The
Senator will admit that it costs $8 a ton to smelt here, on the
average.

Mr. BRISTOW. I will admit this: That that is the maxi-
mum rate given by anyone who appeared before the House
committee,

Mr. SMOOT. I beg pardon of the Senator. That is not the
maximum of anyone who has appeared, but that is the price
which the Senator himself has been quoting here to-day; and
what I ask the Senator is, Do you admit that the average ore
costs $8 a ton to smelt in this country?

Mr. BRISTOW. I will say, so far as I have been able to
examine, it costs from $5 to $8 to smelt a ton of pig lead, to
reduce it from the ore to pig lead.

Mr, SMOOT. That is so absurd that there is no need of my
explaining further to the Senator, because there is no such
testimony, and there could not be, and no man living can smelt
enough average lead ore to make a ton of pig lead for §5 or $8.
A ton of pig lead is entirely different from a ton of ore.

Therefore I call the attention of the Senate to the fact that
all I ask is §1 a ton on the 12% tons of ore which during the
year 1906 it took to make a ton of pig lead in my State, and
that means $12.20; and the differential asked here between the
contents of ore in lead ore and the duty upon pig lead is five-
eighﬂtgswo! 1 cent per pound, and five-eighths on 2,000 pounds
is -

It seems to me it is so plain that anyone can see without a
question that we have no more than is required under the condi-
tions existing, at least in my own State.

Mr. BRISTOW. I should like to inquire where in the hear-
ings the evidence is which states that it.costs more than §S a
ion to smelt alone.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. Brush himself said it cost more.

Mr. BRISTOW. Where?

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from Minnesota read it here this
afternoon, where it cost $10 and something.

Mr. BRISTOW. I beg your pardon. That quotation stated
that it cost $5.55 to smelt and $4.50 to refine. There is no duty
on the refining. The duty is on the smelting.

Mr. SMOOT. 8o far as that is concerned, the bill itself will
tell you what the duties are. It covers pig lead and bullion.

I do not think there is any use of my taking any further time
on the subject. It seems to me the statement is so plain that
any man here who will sit down and figure for one moment can
see how simple it is when he will get it out of his mind that a
ton of pig lead is the same as a ton of ore.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, the senior Senator from
Idaho [Mr. HevsurN] read last Saturday a telegram from the
bullion inspector of my State, calling attention to the impor-
tance to that State of the lead-mining industry, the number
of mines of that kind in the State, the number of men
employed in the industry, contrasting the wages which prevail
there with the competitive wages in Mexico. I stated at the
time that whilst I concurred with the sender of that telegram in
the optimistic view which he had regarding the mining industry
of that State, I could not be controlled by the considerations
presented as to my vote on this question.

I should regret, of course, to cast a vote which any citizen
of the State of Nevada would regard as prejudicial to the inter-
ests of that State. Whilst I believe that the general sentiment
of that State is that the present tariff duties are excessive and
should be reduced, I am aware that there is considerable sen-
timent among the people of that view that so long as the
protective-tariff system continues to exist each State should
insist upon receiving its fair proportion of the protection
afforded.
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But, Mr, President, if this consideration is to control each and
every one of us who believe in the reduction of excessive duties,
it will mean, of course, that no duties will be reduced, for there
is not a section, there is not a State in this country in which
some indusiry that pertains to that section or State is not
protected by this tariff and oftentimes by excessive duties.
If it is necessary for us to unite the vote of the revisionists
upon this guestion, it is apparent that a defection by the repre-
sentatives of the several States interested in a particular in-
dustry may prevent a favorable vote regarding the reduction of
excessive duties, and the result will be that whilst in the end
all will vote for some reduction of duty, they will never be able
to unite their votes upon the same reduction, and will be unable
to accomplish anything.

Mr. President, regarding this particular industry, I have to
gay that so far as lead in ore is concerned the average pro-
tective duty is over T0 per cent, and that as to lead which has
reached a stage beyond that of ore the average duty is about
50 per cent. I regard those duties as excessive. I do not believe
that such a duty as 70 per cent should be imposed on any com-
modity, except, perhaps, spirits and tobacco. I do not believe
that so high a duty should be imposed even upon the luxuries
of life. Under this bill duties of 100 and 150 per cent are im-
posed upon so-called “luxuries,” I regard such duties as abso-
Iutely unreasonable, unjust to the producers in other countries,
unfair when you consider fair reciprocity of trade throughout the
world, and the comity which nations should bear to each other.

But so far as the necessaries are concerned, such as lead may
be regarded to be, I consider a duty of 70 per cent, or even 50
per cent, as excessive. Under this tariff we find that this duty
can be sustained as a revenue duty, for about $1,000,000 in
duties is collected annually upon lead in its various forms,
nearly one three-hundredths of the entire revenue obtained from
customs duties. If we were looking to revenue alone, and with-
out reference to the fairness of the apportionment of the taxes
as between the various commodities covered by the tariff, that
duty could be justified as a revenue-producing duty; but it is
go high as to be unfairly protective, and to invelve a price for
lead to our domestic consumers higher than that which should
be exacted.

Now, what is that price? To-day lead stands in the London
market at 3 cents per pound and in New York it stands at about
4} cents per pound. We can therefore safely assume that the
difference in price is due to the duty imposed by the United
States—an average dufy of about 2 cents. The entire duty is
not imposed as an additional price, but a very large proportion
of it is. Under this duty we collect $1,000,000 in revenue. But
how much have the producers of lead collected from the con-
sumers under this system of protection? We look over the sta-
tistics furnished us by the Committee on Finance and we find
that the total production of lead in this country was in value
$30,000,000, at 4% cents a pound, the cost imposed on the con-
sumer. If that price was 3 cents—the London price—the
American consumers, instead of paying, as they do now, $30,000,-
000 annually to the domestic producers, would pay only
$20,000,000, or one-third less.

So the American producers collected from the American con-
snmers this tax to the extent of $10,000,000, whilst the Govern-
ment collected from the outside producers only $1,000,000, It
may be safely assumed throughout our entire tariff system that
the consumers of the country pay ten times as much to the
domestic producers for the commodities produced by them as is
collected by the Treasury in the shape of duties upon the similar
products of foreign producers.

The total duties collected upon foreign products amount to
$£300,000,000. So it is safe to assume that the domestic pro-
ducers in America collected from domestic consumers ten times
$300,000,000—§3,000,000,000—annually as taxes through this
protective system, and that the Government itself receives only
one-tenth of the entire burden placed upon the American people.

Mr, President, with reference to this particular industry, the
Senate has already determined that the basie duty upon lead in
ore shall be 1} cents per pound, which is the present duty, and
that is the duty which protects the American miners, for if you
will look into the statisties you will find that almost the entire
importation of lead into the United States is in the shape of lead
in ore.

We are now considering simply the differential, the addi-
tional duty that is to be imposed upon the lead which has
reached a higher stage of production, namely, pig lead as con-
trasted with lead in ore. There you have to consider not the
wages of the miners, but simply the wages of those engaged in
the smelter and the profit of the smelter and possibly the service
and the profit of the railroad.

Now, what differential should be imposed? I admit that some
differential should be imposed, for if you were to impose an ad
valorem duty instead of a specific duty, the pig lead being more
valuable than the lead in ore would produce a higher duty.
What evidence have we regarding it? The best evidence that
has been presented to my consideration in these hearings is
that of Mr. Brush, of the American Smelting and Refining
Company, a proteetionist, who insists upon it that the basic
duty on lead in ore should be 1} cents a pound, and who simply
presents his views as to the differential in case the duty were
put at 1 cent a pound, as he undersiood the committee of the
House intended to do.

He declares that a differential of one-eighth for smelting and
an additional differential of one-eighth for refining is sufficient,
two-eighths in all. As I understand if, there is no distinetion
here between the smelting and the refining. They are both in
one item and are covered by the term * pig lead.” The junior
Senator from Iowa has presented an amendment reducing the
differential from tbat called for by the committee, five-eighths
of 1 cent, to three-eighths of 1 cent, one-eighth of 1 cent higher
than Mr. Brush declares is necessary to cover both processes
of smelting and refining. It seems to me that that is a liberal
allowance for smelting and refining.

It is true that some effort has been made to discredit Mr.
Brush upon the ground that the great trust organization in
which he is interested also owns smelters in Mexico. It seems
to me the very fact that this company owns smelters in both
countries would add fo the impartiality of the witness and
would increase our confidence in his credibility., We have upon
this floor the most substantial indorsement of the character
and the integrity of Mr. Brush, and no one can question his
knowledge. He did not appear voluntarily before the Ways
and Means Committee. He was brought there by a subpcena
and he was brought there by the committee as an expert in
these matters, having full knowledge and information.

So far as my mountain friends are concerned, I can realize
how those who stand for a general revision of the tariff, who
regard many of the duties of this tariff as excessive and who
wish them redueed, should regard with solicitude any change
which will affect materially the industrial conditions of the
States in which they live. But I wish to urge upon them, and
I wish to urge particularly upon the junior Senator from Idaho,
if he will give me his attention, the importance of this vote.
I understand that he is one of the progressive Senators upon
the Republican side who is disposed to accept the assurances
given by Mr. Taft in the eampaign, who is disposed to interpret
the dubious Republican platform in the interest of the people,
and who believes that there are excessive duties which should
be reduced.

If the men from the mountain States who believe that these
excessive duties should be reduced refuse to give the progres-
sionists their votes at this eritical stage of the proceedings, may
they not be responsible for an entire defeat of the movement
for tariff reduction and reform? For if they lead in the exclu-
sion of the particular industry in which their State or seetion
is interested from the general scheme of reform it will justify
Senators of similar views from the Middle West, it will justify
Senators of similar views from the South, in taking similar
action; and, if we lack three or four votes upon each of the
proposed reductions essential to carry out needed reforms in
the aggregate, the entire movement for reform will fail. I
urge, therefore,- that every Senator, regardless of party, who
believes that tariff reduction is necessary to support the reason-
able reduction proposed by the junior Senator from Iowa.

I submit that a grave responsibility rests upon each one of
us, and it is important, if we would be true to our convictions,
to take some little persomal risk regarding the State or the
section from which we come, and to be willing to indulge in
some sacrifice at home as well as to require sacrifices abroad.
It is this consideration above every other that leads me to
take the view I have taken against the protests of many in my
own State, and possibly with serious consequences to my political
future in that State.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
Coummixs] to the amendment of the committee,

Mr. BRISTOW. I ask for a roll call.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. GORH. Mr. President, before the roll call begins I wish
to say that there has beea considerable conflict of opinion in
regard to the freight rate on pig lead from Salt Lake City to
New York. I think it material to this debate that the record
should disclose the rate. I have obtained what I regard as
exact and reliable information. The combination rate from
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Salt Lake City to New York by way of Kansas City is 70 cents a
hundred pounds, which of course means $14 per ton, or $280
per carload lot.

Mr, CUMMINS. I ask that the amendment I offered to the
amendment of the committee be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the
amendment to the amendment.

The SECRETARY. On page 60, line 21, in paragraph 180, it is
proposed to amend the committee amendment by striking out
the words “ two and one-eighth” and inserting in lieu thereof
the words “one and seven-eighths,” so that if amended it will
read:

All the foregoing, 13 cents per pound.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the
roll on agreeing to the amendment to the amendment.

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CULBERSON (when Mr. BATLEY’S name was called). I
will state for all the roll calls to-day that my colleague [Mr.
BaArLey] is necessarily absent. He is paired generally with the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Erxins]. If my colleague
were present he would vote “ yea.”

Mr. BANKHEAD (when his name was called). I have just
come into the Chamber. What is the question?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
offered by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. CumMINg] to the amend-
ment of the committee.

Mr. KEAN and others. Let the roll be called,

The Secretary resumed the calling of the roll.

Mr. TILLMAN (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the Senator from Vermont [Mr. DinniNcHAM].
I will transfer that pair to the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
Owex] and will vote. I vote “yea.” .

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Mox~EY].
I do not know how that Senator would vote were he here. If
I were at liberty to vote, I should vote “nay,” but I respect the
pair. .

Mr. McLAURIN. If the senior Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. MoxEY] were here he would vote “ yea.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. ELKINS. I am paired with the Senator from Texas
[Mr. BamLey]. If he were present and voting I should vote
i na '"

Mr. CULLOM (after having voted in the negative). I have
a general pair with the junior Senator from Virginia [Mr.
MagrTin]. I voted, supposing that he would come in before the
vote would be closed; but I do not see him here. So I will
withdraw my vote.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The vote will be withdrawn.

Mr. FRYE. The senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. Bourne] is
detained from the Chamber by the serious illness of his mother.

The result was announced—yeas 35, nays 44, as follows:

YEABS—35.
Bacon Clay Gore Bhively
Bankhead Crawford Johnston, Ala, Simmons
Beveridge Culberson La Follette S8mith, Md.
Bristow Cummins McLaurin Smith, 8. C.
Brown Daniel Nelson Stone
Burkett Dolliver Newlands Taliaferro
Chamberlain Fletcher Overman Taylor
Clap, Frazier Paynter Tillman
Clnrge, Ark. Gamble * Rayner

NAYS—44. 3
Aldrich ¢ Crane Heyburn Perkins
Borah Curtis Hughes Piles
Bradley Depew Johnson, N. Dak. Richardson
Brandegee Dick Jones Root
Briggs Dixon ©  Kean Scott
Bulkeley du Pont Lodge Smith, Mich,
Burnham Flint Mclinery Smoot
Burrows Frye Nixon Stephenson
Burton Gallinger Oliver Sutherland
Carter Guggenheim Page Warner
Clark, Wyo. Hale Penrose Wetmore

NOT VOTING—12.

Bailey Davis Foster Money
Bourne Dillingham MeCumber Owen
Cullom Elkins " Martin Warren

So Mr. Cumanxs’s amendment to the amendment of the com-
mittee was rejected.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question recurs on agreeing

to the amendment of the committee.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I move to amend the committee’s amend-
ment by striking out, in line 21, the words “ and one-eighth ” so
as to read “ 2 cents per pound.”

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the amend-
ment proposed to the amendment.

The SecreTArRY. In the amendment of the committee, on
page 60, line 21, strike oat the word * one-eighth,” so as to read:

All the foregoing, 2 cents per pound.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, before the vote is taken,
I wish to make one or two observations as to why I shall cast
my vote as I do upon this amendment.

I have before me the speech of the chairman of the House
Committee on Ways and Means, who explains at great length—
and I shall not read it for that reason—the very exhaustive
hearings and inquiry which the House made into this and all
matters. I suppose it is true that that inguiry and considera-
tion were the most extensive of any tariff bill ever passed.
That is the first point.

The second one is this: The majority of the House were and
are protectionists. The majority of those protectionists are
high protectionists. The majority of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee of the House was made up of what are familiarly known
as “standpatters.” And yet, Mr. President, after these months
of consideration, after what the chairman of the House commit-
tee says was his patient hearings, after their protectionist lean-
ings, which are no greater than my own, they fixed the rate as
we find it in the House bill. That is the second consideration.

The third consideration is that that great body is presided
over by that extraordinary man, the Speaker of the House, who,
perhaps, is the highest protectionist from conviction in all the
country, a man of dominant personality, and whose great in-
fluence with the House is accentuated by the affection felt for
him there. Yet, in spite of all these facts, in spite of all these
influences, the House fixed the rate as we find it in the bill.

The Senate committee then took it, and we find it reported
back with an enormous differential. I make no criticism what-
ever of the committee for that, and yet it must be said here,
Mr, President, that up to this moment there have been no new
facts presented, more than the House had, why the differential
was increased. A discussion which, I think, has been too long—
but nevertheless it has been very fruitful—has occurred, in
which, it seems to me, it is demonstrated that the differential
is too high. .

So far as I am concerned, on this and each schedule I mean
to vote for what appears to me to be right, and I assume that
every other Senator means to do precisely the same thing.

Now that it has appeared to a majority of the Senate that
we should not reduce the differential as fixed by the Senate
committee two-eighths, it has occurred to me that not even the
most earnest advocate of a higher differential ean object to a
reduction of one-eighth of 1 per cent—only two dollars and a
half a ton.

Something was said the other day by the eloguent senior
Senator from Idaho [Mr. HEYyBUurN] about the ruin of this busi-
ness in his State under the Wilson law. But the rates under
the Wilson law were three-fourths of a cent for ore and 1 cent
for bullion, greatly lower rates than are here proposed; and,
in addition to that, the failure of those mines in those days
was not only on account of the extraordinarily low rates, but
because of the prostration of business throughout the entire
country that used the products of those mines. I do not think
that Senators who have been working for this advance will say
that they can not get along with 2 cents.

Mr. President, I was impressed with the statement of the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Braprey]. He said that the
Senate committee, having investigated this matter, had much
better judgment upon it than any of the rest of us—and that
is probably true—and that therefore it was our duty to accept
immediately what the committee had reported. That, of course,
would make the Senate the instrument of the committee in-
stead of the committee being the instrument of the Senate. I
think there is no more strenuous advocate on the floor than I of
the general rule of following committee reports in ordinary
legislation, because we can not ourselves examine every bill.
But a tariff bill is the great business measure of 90,000,000
people. When it is passed it ought to stand for at least ten
years, and it becomes the duty of every Senator to inquire into
it and to place his vote according to his judgment. If the
Senator from Kentucky, who is voicing a sentiment which is
being circulated in the Senate, is correet, it becomes the duty
of every Senator here to vote immediately for a resolution
which will pass the bill to the House with instructions to our
conferees to stand by the provisions of the Senate. It reverses
the whole theory of legislation. Instead of a committee being
the servant of the Senate, the Senate becomes the servant of
the committee,

Only one word more, Mr. President. TWe deereed for a revision
of the tariff, That decree was for a revision downward. I
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do not think there is any use in frying to dispute that that is
what was in the minds of the people. I agree with the Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumser], one of the ablest
members ¢f the Finance Committee, who the other day, in his
most earnest speech, declared—and I will not stop to quote
jt—that beyond all doubt the people understood that the revi-
slon was to be downward. If it was not, will anyone say it
was to be upward? And if it was to be neither upward nor
downward, why were we called in special session?

As I caught the drift of the campaign, as I understood the
meaning of the issues, it was that, wherever possible, we should
reduce these rates which are now something over eleven years
old. And yet, Mr. President, whenever an attempt is made to
reduce those rates, we are confronted with the statement that
those who in mere justice wish to reduce them are attacking
the system of protection. I think that those who are attacking
the system of protection are those who would keep rates at a
fixed place if they could, and I think the greatest defenders
of that system are those who insist that rates shall be fixed
by justice, and that wherever the will of the people decrees
that some rates shall be moved downward, then we should
register their decree.

I think that wherever you say * protection,” the American
people will march forward with you; but the only thing that
ever will break down the protective system is that the people
shall believe that it is weighted down with a single ounce of
injustice.

It is not my intention, Mr. President, to speak more; it had
hardly been my intention to speak this much; but I think that
here is an amendment fixing a differential which can not possibly
hurt anybody. I would not offer it if it had been shown to the
Senate that one single new fact was in the possession of the
Finance Committee which had not also been in the possession
of the House; if one single new reason had been given to the
Senate that was not also before the House.

On several occasions statements have been made upon the
floor as to what Senators had learned in private conversations;
and it is for this reason only that I refer to this fact.

We have been told what the House committee’s opinion was—
that they made a mistake at the last minute, and much of that
must have come from private conversations—and of that I make
no complaint. But on that account I eall the Senate’s attention
to the fact that only within the last three or four days I talked
with a Republican member of the Ways and Means Committee
of the House, and he said that they did not then think they had
fixed the rates too low and did not now think they had fixed
the rates too low. If that bad been lightly done, if we did not
have the word of the chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee of the House that every schedule had had months spent
upon it, or if a new fact had been shown here, I should not
complain of the differential; but in view of these facts it seems
to me that Senators who earnestly want to do the right thing,
and if they make an error, to err on the side of a higher differ-
ential than justice would fix, can vote, and vote conscientiously,
for a reduction of one-eighth of a cent.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr, President, I bave no intention of under-
taking to make any response to the general observations sub-
mitted by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Bevermge]. I shall
be very glad to do that on a subsequent occasion.

This matter has been discussed for three days, practically.
A duty to be imposed by this bill is either protective, or it is not.
If five-eighths of a cent differential is necessary, as has been
the universal impression of all the Senators in this body who
seem to have any information upon the subject, then four-
eighths of a cent is not protective, and four-eighths of a cent
is no better than three-eighths or two-eighths or one-eighth. If
the proposition is not to turn this industry over to foreign com-
petitors, the suggestion made by the Senator from Indiana is no
better than the suggestion mcde by his fellow-progressive, the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. CumaminNs]. There is no use of jug-
gling about terms in this matter. Either this differential is
needed, or it is not. If it is needed, then I expect every protec-
tionist in this body to vote for it. I am not talking about terms
at all. The duty is either needed or it is not. If it is needed,
it should be sustained.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President——

Mr. ALDRICH. I meant to call for the yeas and nays, Mr,
President.

Mr, BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, every time the lowering
of a duty is asked, every time the action of a Republican House
in reducing a duty seems to be wise to any Senator, the only
argument with which we are met is the obsolete argument that
we have heard from our childhood, that we propose “to turn

the industry over to foreigners.” Did the other House intend
to turn this industry over to foreigners? The Senator says
that their action did just that. Were the great majority in the
other House men who came directly from the people, from the
homes of the people, knowing the gentiment of the people, earn-
est, everyday fighting protectionists, were they not true pro-
tectionists? Did they mean to “ destroy this industry?”

Did the Speaker of the House, who campaigned in a lead
district and made certnin promises, want to destroy the indus-
try? Did the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee of
the House want to * turn this industry over to foreigners?” Did
the majority of the Ways and Means Committee, who were Re-
publicans of as long standing as any Senator in this honorable
body, and whose devotion to the principle of protection has been
proved by their conflicts in every campaign for years and
years—did any one of that House committee want to *‘ destroy
this industry " or “turn it over to foreigners?” The Senator
from Ithode Island will have to invent a new argument., That
one is outworn, threadbare, and moth-eaten. It is more—it is
monotonous.

Why, Mr. President, the Senator seems to think that there is
something sacred about the figures one-eighth. The Senator
says this particular duty “is needed or it is not needed.” Is
it not all a matter of calculation? Is it not a matter of business,
after all? Is there any particular halo about the figures one-
eighth?

g ME. GALLINGER. There ig, if it makes the protection suffi-
en

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; but there has been demonstration
here that 35 Senators believe that five-eighths is too high &
differentjal. I have béen inclined to think that myself, and I
am satisfied——

Mr. ALDRICH. Forty-four Senators, however, voted the
other way.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; 44 Senators did vote the other way.
I understand that perfectly well; but did that make your one-
eighth sacred? What the Senator from Rhode Island is quar-
reling about now, what the Senator is now declaring is that, if
we strike down the one-eighth rate, we * strike down the in-
dustry ” and “turn it over to foreigners.” It comes like the
sound of a phonograph from an ancient campaign. I ask
whether it is true that the Republican House have deliberately
propesed to “ strike this industry down?"

The Senator from Rhode Island speaks about “ juggling.”
Well, I never applied that word to any of the mysterious figures
in the Senate bill. I would almost be willing to put this gues-
tion up to certain Senators on this floor who do know about this
industry, and myself vote as those particular Senators would
say, as to whether or not 2 cents would be enough.

I want to repeat what I said a moment ago about the danger to
the protective system. There are Senators here who have done
much more work for it by far—older Senators, who have fought
more bravely and more ably for it than ever I have. I have not
done much, but I can see before me years of a strenuous devo-
tion to the system of protection in the future, as older and
veteran Senators have given it in the past; and if I see any-
thing clearly, it is that the peril of that system does not come
from the earnest wish of those who hope to take any excess out
of it, but from the fervent insistence of those who have cloihed
it with a sacredness which no human law can possibly possess.
I think, so long as we go forward upon a protective system
based upon justice, the American people will follow us to victory
in the future, as they have in the past; but I think thelr senti-
ment to-day, Mr. President, is the same that ran in their blood
upon another historic oceasion which I might now paraphrase.
They once said: *“Millions for defense, but not a cent for
tribute.” They now say: “ Millions for protection, but not one
cent for extortion.”

Mr. McOUMBER. Mr, President, I have taken no part in
the discussion of this particular schedule, for the reason that
I wanted to get all the information I could from the arguments
that have been given here for several days, and for the further
reason that I knew there were many here in the Senate Cham-
ber who were better qualified to express an opinion upon that
subject than I. ;

The mass of figures that have been produced in argument
here are somewhat bewildering, and I do not believe that many
of us, unless we are experts in the particular line of business,
can say absolutely whether we should agree to the one-eighth
cent extra or cut it down. But every Senator who has spoken
upon the subject from the Republican side has declared—I do
not care whether you call him a “ stalwart” or a * progressive,”
or anything else—that he is in favor of a sufficient duty
adequately to protect American industry.
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That is all there is to it. Every Republican is a believer in
that, and there is no necessity of attempting to divide us upon
that line. We may differ as to what may be a reasonable pro-
tection and what may not be a reasonable protection, but I
do not believe that there is one of us who does not believe in
the protective policy. The only question now is whether or not
the proposed rate of 2% cents per pound is necessary for
adequate protection. I know some Senators claim that that
rate is not necessary, while others claim that even more than
that is needed. As I understood the Senator from Indiana, he
said that no one had shown that 2} cents per pound was neces-
sary for adequate protection.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I said that there was nothing sacred
about the figure one-eighth. I said——

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator referred to what I said, so
he will let me correct him. I said further that I would be
willing to put it to Senators upon this floor who do know about
it—but I will not go into that—as to whether 2 cents would not
be sufficient protection,

I do not wish to disturb the Senator, but while I am up I
wish to ask the Senator this question: Did not the Senator
declare the other day, on May 3, in the Senate, that our promise
was for a revision downward, in more forcible language than
I have used?

Mr. McCUMBER. Oh, I could state again what I said then.
I stated then positively how the different sections of this
country understood revision. I understood, first, that it was to
be on the lines of protection. That was written in the platform
first. Every argument was that we would reduce downward,
within the lines of protection.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. McCUMBER. But protection first. And I want to be
dead certain that we are staying within the protective lines
upon every product that I believe ought to be protected.

* Mr. BEVERIDGE. Yes; so do L.

Mr. McCUMBER. I want to ask the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. HeysuaN], who certainly does know something about this
matter and who has made a special study of it, whether or not
this 2§ cents per pound is a necessary protection? If he would
ask me anything about any industry in my State that I am
acquainted with, I could give him the figures, and I believe that
the figures I would give ought to have some weight in the
Senate. So, when the Senator from Idaho, the Senator from
Missouri, and the Senator from Utah—from three great lead-
bearing States—express their opinion from the protective stand-
point upon the proposition that the duty of 2% cents per pound
is necessary, and that without it many of their mines that are
to-day profitable would be closed down, I am going to give great
weight to what they say, and I am going to ask the Senator
from Idaho——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President—

Mr. McCUMBER. Just one moment. Iet me finish the sen-
tence. I am going to ask the Senator from Idaho to state di-
rectly, whether, in his candid judgment, the duty of 2} cents
per pound is necessary; and I know that the Senator will give
me his best judgment; and I shall rely upon that judgment.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. T have not the slightest doubt upon that,
but would not the Senator think that the Senator from Idaho
would be inclined, in the enthusiasm of his cause, to get the
highest protection he could for this industry?

Mr. McCUMBER. No.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. For example, the other day the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. ELKINS], a Senator whom we all very
highly esteem, because we have that habit among ourselves, in
answer to a question put, I think, by the Senator from Califor-
nia [Mr. Fraxt], said that when he tried to get a rate of duty
on coal, he would get it just as high as he could. Now, while
the Senator from North Dakota is on his feet——

Mr. McCUMBER. I am not asking the Senator whether he
wants it as high as that, but the question I am putting to him
is whether 2} cents per pound on this article is absolutely
necessary for protection? That is the gquestion that I put to
him.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I have no objection to the Senator put-
ting that question to him, but I want to ask a question after he
answers. We want to get the right of this thing.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I do not belong to the school
of statesmen that will make a statement as to the necessity of
a rate of protection merely because it is the highest they can
get. We have adjusted the business of our country for the
last eleven years to the existing rate, and it affords a reason-
able protection. Two cents would not afford any protection.

There is no difference between the safety which lies behind a
door that is open an inch and behind a door that is thrown
back on its hinges, It does not follow that you can whittle off
the element of protection.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yleld
to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Let me inquire of the Senator whether
the view which he has expressed regarding the particular duties
that the business of his State has adjusted itself to in this par-
ticular would not apply to every other duty?

Mr. HEYBURN. It would.

Mr. NEWLANDS. And the industries related to it, and thus
%)rev;ent the reduction of any of the duties fixed by the Dingley
aw

Mr. HEYBURN. I did not intend to confine my statement to
a single State, I undertook to say that this great industry, in
the element of the investment, in the development of the proper-
ties, in all the attributes that go to build up and maintain a
business at a certain standard of prosperity as measured against
the business of the outside world, has been afforded the element
of protection, and the duty proposed by the committee, which is
the existing law and has been for eleven years, ought not to be
disturbed. I speak in conscience, and not for personal gain.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator from Idaho has given the
first new reason that I have heard in listening to these debates—
a reason not given to the House—for this duty; and the reason
that he has given should be, in our judgment as Senators, its
death. He said the one-eighth ought to be retained not because
it was a just differential, but because their * business was
adjusted to it.”

Mr. HEYBURN. Pardon me, I did not—

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Was adjusted to it, and had been ad-
justed to it for eleven years.

Mr. HEYBURN. I made no such statement.

The VICE-PRESIDENT.  Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. HEYBURN. I made no such statement——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Did the Senator not suggest that the
“Dbusiness was adjusted to it?” Did not the Senator say that
“business was adjusted to if,” and they could not change it
now? He said, furthermore, that you might as well throw the
door wide open as to open it an eighth of an inch? I will
say to the Senator that I understood him to say three different
times in his very lucid statement that “the business was ad-
Jjusted to it,” and therefore the duty should not be changed even
the eighth of a cent.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, what I just said is to be
taken in connection with what I have heretofore said in the
discussion of this guestion.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I take it that way.

Mr. HEYBURN. And the Senator will not contend for a
moment that, in answering the question that was submitted to
me, I was under the necessity of rearguing or re-presenting
that which I had already presented. It was merely an applica-
tion of the principle that was suggested in the question of the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumeer]. Had the Senate
nothing else to do I might be willing to enter or reenter upon
the consideration of the question; but the Senator must take
what I have said in the preceding argument, and he will not
be able to draw any such conclusion from what I have said
recently as he is proceeding to draw.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. T always take anything the Senator from
Idaho says, as he well knows, not only in good conscience, but
at 100 cents on the dollar; but I must call his attention to the
fact that the Senator from North Dakota, voicing exactly my
position, that I always want to do the right thing with refer-
ence to protection and no more than that, asked the Senator
from Idaho to state, as he knew more about it than we, whether
the proposed duty was necessary for protection.

Mr. HEYBURN. I said it was.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The platform states that protection is to
be measured by the difference in the cost of production here
and abroad. In answer to that question, the Senator said three
times that it, even the one-eighth of a cent, ought to be retained,
because * business was adjusted to it.” Now, Mr. President,
taking that statement in connection with the rest of the state-
ment of the Senator and applying it to every schedule in the
bill, it would be a business erime for us to disturb a single
schedule in the whole bill or a single item of a single schedule,

Mr, HEYBURN. Mr. President——
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Mr. BEVERIDGH. Pardon me; I can not yield now. Not
only according to that could we not do that now, but we never
could do it, because “ business was adjusted to it.” One of the
great reasons for tariff revision is that the tariff may be ad-
justed to the changed conditions of business. Now, I ask the
Senator from Idaho and the Senator from North Dakota—
neither of whom, I think, differs very much with me, if at all,
upon our general principles and policies—I ask them if they do
not think that the Republican Members of the House, which
passed this bill after months of study and consideration of all
theee schedules, are not protectionists? Is not Speaker CANNON
a protectionist? Has it come to the time when JoserH G.
Canxon, the high priest of the most ultra, ultimate, die-in-the-
last-diteh protectionists, is considered as wanting ruthlessly to
“ destroy an industry ” and “turn it over to foreigners?”

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, this morning, at considerable
length, I compared the figures representing the difference of
wages between the miners and producers of this country and
those of foreign countries. I want the attention of the Senator
from Indiana—I evidently did not have it this morning when I
compared the difference in wages between our country and
Mexico and our country and Spain and other countries, and it
was not necessary for me to repeat that argument in answering
the question of the Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is quite right.

Mr. McCUMBER. Answering the Senator from Indiana most
briefly, the question with me is not whether Speaker CANNoxN isa
protectionist or is not a protectionist. The sole and only ques-
tion is whether a duty of 2} cents affords necessary protection
to this lead business.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator permit me to interrupt
him right there?

Mr. McCUMBER. If that rate is necessary, it does not make
any difference to me whether the House made a mistake or
whether it did not.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. McCUMBER. I am considering it as a Senator, and not
from the opinion of any Member of the House.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is exactly right; and the only
reason I referred to the House, or referred to that eminent man,
Speaker CANNOX, was because the Senator from Rhode Island
rose and, in reply to my very mild remarks, asked: “ Do you
want to turn this industry over to foreigners? Do you want to
ruin it?’ 8o it just occurred to me to inquire as to whether Mr,
Caxxoxn and the Republican members of the Ways and Means
Committee of the House, and that great body of Republicans
fresh from the people, actually had wanted to * destroy an in-
dustry ” and “turn it over to foreigners.”

Mr. McCUMBER. I hope, also, that we will not hurry a vote
upon this matter so rapidly that we can not have the conclusion
in definite words from the Senators from Utah, who have spoken
on this question, whether or not in their opinion 2} cents is
necessary. It is not necessary for me to say that I am putting
them upon their honor on this question, because they are always
upon that, and I know they will give it according to their best
judgment, but I want their judgment in the one clean-cut state-
ment whether or not the 2} cents is necessary.

Mr. SUTHERLAND obtained the floor.

Mr. BURKETT. I wish to ask the Senator a question.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair has recognized the Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. BURKETT. I desire to ask the Senator from North
Dakota a question.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Have I the floor? -

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Utah rose first.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I want to ask the Senator from In-
diana a question. I endeavored to do it while he was on his
feet. Does the Senator think there should be any differential
between the duty on lead ore and lead bullion?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly, I do. I think there should be
a differential wherever there is a difference in the cost of pro-
duction between the raw material and the finished product.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Then—

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I want to say right now——

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Then—

Mr, BEVERIDGE. The Senator will pardon me. I want to
say right now that I am not going into the argument that we
have listened to here for three days on that subject. I am
very much inclined to think that what the Senator from Rhode
Island has told us as to the original action of the House, after
months of consideration—a cent on ore and a cent and a half or
less on bullion—was plenty, and this extra Senate differential
seems to me excessive,

XLIV—I119

Mr. SUTHERLAND. If the Senator from Indiana thinks
there should be any differential between the duties on lead ore
and lead bullion, it follows, as a necessary consequence, that
he does not believe the House action was right——

Mr, BEVERIDGE. Ob, no.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Because the House declared there
should be no differential at all.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do not want to prolong the discussion,
but the Senator is wrong there. If the Senator will read the
hearings before the House committee he will find that the
whole point was put by Judge CrRUMPACKER, a member of the
Ways and Means Committee, when they were arguing for 1 cent,
just 1 cent, on ore, and perhaps a differential, and he said,
Would not 1% cents cover not only the ore, but the other thing,
too? And they thought it would. I understand from a member
of the Ways and Means Committee of the House, a Republican in
pretty good standing, that they still think so. I do not want
to argue the question with the Senator, because we have taken
three days on it.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The Senator does not agree with the
action of the House?

Mr., BEVERIDGE. I think we ought to stand by the action
of the House, but we can not do that.

Mr. BURKETT. I should like to ask the Senator from North
Dakota, in line with his turning over to the Senator from Idaho
his judgment on lead, whether he is going to turn his judgment
over to the Senator from Washington on lumber and the Sena-
tors from other States on other items. If he is, is there any
good reason for North Dakota having a Senator here in this
body? Why not let the Senators who are interested in each
particular schedule and from the States affected meet and put
in what, in their judgment, is right, and the rest of it go ouf,
and ratify it after it is done?

Mr, McCUMBER. Whenever the Senator from Nebraska
thinks that I will yield my judgment to him upon a matter of
this kind, he had better come around to me and see how easily
I will yield that judgment. I have an idea that upon some
matters I may be as thoroughly acquainted with conditions as is
the Senator from Nebraska. I have an idea that I know about
as much concerning the lead schedule as does the Senator from
Nebraska. I have an idea that I have given it as much con-
sideration as he has, and while I am willing to accept informa-
tion from the Senators from those mining States upon a produet
that I know very little about, I think the Senator is hardly
justified in assuming that I will submit my judgment to him or
to anyone else upon matters concerning which I have full and
adequate information.

Whenever Senators give me a fact to go on, I will act upon
that fact. I may act upon their conclusions when I know they
are fully acquainted with the facts or have a better knowledge
of the facts upon which that conclusion is based than I have.
I have read the testimony of the witnesses given upon the lead
schedule; I have heard the testimony of the Senators upon the
same proposition, and I am willing to abide by the information
and the conclusions that come from those Senators who have
peculiar knowledge about a certain business in their own par-
ticular States.

I submit that the Senator has little justification for assuming
that because upon that subject I am willing to take their
opinion, based upon the arguments they have given, that I must
necessarily yield my judgment upon every proposition. I do not
even yield it upon the evidence that is given, but I do think that
the Senators from those States, upon an article produced in their
own State, Senators who have carefully studied the business,
are as well prepared to speak on that subject as is either the
Senator from Nebraska or I.

Mr. BURKETT. The Senator would not question the ability
of the Senator from Washington, for- example, to speak with
equal authority upon the lumber schedule, would he?

Mr. McOUMBER. Possibly the Senator may think that I
am not informed about the Iumber business.

Mr. BURKETT. No; the Senator

Mr. McCUMBER. I spoke for about three and a half hours
the other day, and if I did not demonstrate to the Senator
that I at least knew something of the subject, then I failed in a
very good intent on my part.

Mr. BURKETT. I will say the Senator could speak for
three and a half hours on the lead schedule. The Senator does
not understand my question.

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator from North Dakota could
not speak that long on the lead schedule, because he has not the
information. I might speak on it as others have spoken on it—
without giving a great deal of definite information. I would
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not attempt to speak on it for any length of time with the
limited amount of personal knowledge I have of the subject.

Mr. BURKETT. I will say that the Senator took this thing
entirely too seriously. But it only shows how very

Mr. McCUMBER. I beg the Senator's pardon. I did not
take him seriously at all.

Mr. BURKETT. It merely shows how sensitive the members
of this committee are when a question is asked as to the matter
of their investigation. The Senator started out with the state-
ment, in asking the Senator from Idaho for his judgment, with
the proposition that he had come here to listen to those who
have the information, and that he was going to vote on this mat-
ter, as I understood it, according to the judgment of the Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. McCUMBER. Obh, the Senator had no cause whatever
for such understanding.

Mr. BURKETT. Let me quote what he said. He said in
case the Senator from Idaho had information that 2 cents was
not a proper rate, he would not vote for it; or he left that im-
pression, certainly. Then I asked why, if the judgment of
the Senator from Idaho should govern in this matter, the judg-
ment of the Senator from Washington should not also go upon
the guestion of lumber, and why the judgment of other Senators
should not go as to other items, It all demonstrates——

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

Mr. BURKETT. Let me finish the sentence. It all demon-
strates that in these matters the Senators from the States
that are particularly concerned are interested in these sched-
ules, but it also demonstrates that we ought to come here and
listen not only to their statements, but the evidence as given,
and try to make up our own judgment instead of voting ac-
cording to the judgment of the Senator from Idaho or the
Jjudgment of other Senators.

As I stated yesterday, on the lead schedule, paragraph 179,
I sat here and was persuaded that that was needed. I have
listened to the rest of this discussion as to the differential,
and I will confess that in my opinion three-eighths is enough
differential to protect this interest. If I had not thought it
would be, I would not have voted for three-eighths. I will vote
for this amendment. I will vote for as low a rate as I can get
now, but I have not taken altogether the statement of any other
man or the judgment of any other man.

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator yield to me for a moment?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. BURKETT. I have the floor.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. No; the Senator from North
Dakota has the floor.

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator from North Dakota yield
to me for a moment?

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield.

Mr. NELSON. I simply wish to say that this discussion
illustrates what I contended for a moment ago, that all these
books which the Senator from Montana [Mr. Carter] piled up
on his desk are of little value. We have a higher and better
source to go by.

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator from Nebraska evidently did

not follow the line of argument that brought forth my question |

asking for the conclusions of expert witnesses. The Senator
has practiced law for some years. He understands that when-
ever we have an expert witness we not only ask him for the
facts, but we are also justified in asking for his conclusions,
‘We have in the Senate at least three or four Senators who are
certainly experts upon the lead schedule. The Senator from
Indiana kad indicated, as I understood it, that no one had
ghown or possibly had even stated that 2% cents per pound was
necessary for protection of the lead industry. In order to see
whether that was correct or not, and not necessarily for my
own judgment, because I understood that they had stated it, I
put the question directly to those Senators, to arrive at their
conclusions from their expert knowledge as to whether 23 cents
was necessary. 1 did this so that there should be mo guestion
as to whether or not there was any direct evidence bearing npon
that point.

Mr.p(;!URKE’IT. Did not the Senator say in advance that
he would accept his conclusions?

Mr. McCUMBER. No; not necessarily as conclusive.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da-
kota yield to the junior Senator from Idaho?

Mr. McOUMBER. I yield. I shall be glad to hear from the
Senator.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da-
kota yield the floor?

Mr. McCUMBER. I do.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the proportion of the differ-
entinl under the present proposed tariff bill and that under the
Wilson Act is practically the same. If you take the figures
of the Wilson Act and the proposed figures of this bill you will
find the differential in proportion is about the same. We know
that under the Wilson Act it closed our mines. That is a
historic fact, a fact that is known to all throughout that
country. If under that proportional differential it did close
our mines, are those Senators who believe in protection de-
sirous of speculating upon the effects of one-eighth of 1 per
cent and as to whether or not it will close our mines?

This is no new guestion in the State of Idaho or in the inter-
mountain country. If there is any one proposition which was
submitted to the people last fall throughout the intermountain
comntry it was the lead schedule. The distingnished Senator
from Indiana [Mr. Bevermnge] passed through our region of -
country last fall and we yet can hear the cadence of song and
poetry in the mountains, but he never mentioned reducing the
rate upon lead, and no Democratic orator and no Republican
orator broached that subject in the campaign when they weie
talking to the men working down in the mines.

It was submitted to the intermountain people. They knew
what they were passing upon, and it was not passed Upon by
the experts who come here to testify for the trust, either the
lead trust or the smelter trust. It was before the people who
cast votes, and I call the attention of the Senator from Indiana
to the fact that my colleague and I went through our State dis-
cussing our idea of revision, and it was based upon protection
to American labor and American industries. I eall his attention
to the further fact that Idaho returned a greater majority by
far for Mr. Taft on that interpretation than Indiana did upon
the interpretation which the Senator from Indiana seems to
have given the platform.

Mr. ALDRICH. I appeal to the Senate to take a vote upon
this proposition.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Indiana to the amendment of
the committee, on which the yeas and nays have been demanded.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. CULLOM (when his name was called). I have a pair

with the junior Senator from Virginia [Mr. MarriN]. If he
were present, I shounld vote “ nay.”
Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I again an-

nounce my pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Moxey]. If he were present, and I were at liberty to vote, I
should vote “nay.”

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr. CULLOM. I transfer my pair with the junior Senator
from Virginia [Mr. MarTiN] to the Senator from Lonisiana
[Mr. McExery], and will vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. NELSON. I again announce my pair with the jumior
Senator from Texas [Mr. Bamey]. If he were present, I should
vote i ns .!’

Mr. B%VERIDGE (to Mr. Curnoam).
Lounisiana would vote “nay.”

Mr. ALDRICH. And the Senator from Virginia would vote
“ ea.ll

yMr. BEVERIDGE. But that is not the pair. The pair is
between the Senator from Illinois and the Senator from Louisi-
ana. Is not that the standing pair? The Senator from Illinois
announced it twice. -

Mr. CULLOM. I transferred my pair with the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. MArTIN] to the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
McExery], who would vote as I have voted. I think that is
entirely right.

Mr. CULBERSON. I understand the Senator from Louisiana
ig paired with the Senator from New York [Mr. DerEw].

Mr. ALDRICH. Not on this question.

Mr. CULBERSON. He has a general pair with him, and the
Senator from New York was authorized to vote by the Senator
from Louisiana. If the Senator—— :

Mr. DEPEW. I was informed that for the purposes of this
vote the Senator from Louisiana released me from the pair.

Mr. CULBERSON. That is what I was stating, but that will
not allow the Senator from Illinois to transfer his pair to the
Senator from Louisiana and vote.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. You can not pair two Senators with one
Senator.

Mr. ALDRICH. I think there is no question about this. I
suppose the Senator from Texas is willing to admit that if the
Benator from Louisiana were present he would vote “nay"

The Senator from
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and the Senator from Virginia would vote “yea.” So it is a
good pair.

Mr. CULBERSON. I understand the Senator from Louisiana
would vote with his pair, the Senator from New York. That is
all right. But the Senator from Illinois now transfers his
pair to the Senator from Louisiana and leaves the Senator from
Virginia unpaired.

Mr. ALDRICH. OL, no. He leaves the Senator from Vir-
ginia paired with the Senator from Louisiana, which is a per-
fectly proper pair.

Mr, CULBERSON. I do not think so.

Mr. ALDRICH. Of course it is.

Mr. McLAURIN. Of course I have nothing to do with what
the Senator from Illinois does with his pair; but I do not think
it is fair to presume that because the Senator from Louisiana
voted a certain way on the last vote, previous to this, he would
vote against this amendment.

Mr. ALDRICH. Undoubtedly he would.

Mr. McLAURIN. I do not know about that. Has the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island any authority from the Senator from
Louisiana to make that statement?

Mr. ALDRICH. I feel as though I have full authority.

Mr. CULLOM. Suppose the Senator were not paired. We
would have a right to pair him.

Mr. McLAURIN. You have not a right to pair one Democrat
with another.

Mr. CULLOM. I am not a Democrat, or, at least, have never
been so considered.

Mr. McLAURIN. 8o much the worse for the Senator from
Illinois that he is not a Democrat; so much the worse for the
country that he is not a Democrat. But, as I understand the
Senator, he proposes now to pair the junior Senator from Vir-
ginia with the senior Senator from Louisiana. That is pairing
one Democrat with another.

Mr. CULLOM. The theory of the Senate is that every man
here has the right to vote.

Mr. McLAURIN. Of course; that is what I said.

Mr. CULLOM. And if a Senator is absent he has the right
to a pair. So far as I am concerned, I do not care anything
about it, except that I understood the senior Senator from
Louisiana was not paired and that I could transfer my pair to
him. I did =o, but if there is any question about it I will with-
draw my vote. I do not care anything about the matter. I
simply want to vote when it is my right to vote.

Mr. ALDRICH. Then, the Senator from Louisiana is without
a vote.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair understands the Senator
from Illinois to withdraw his vote.

Mr. CULLOM. I withdraw my vote, if there is any question
about it. ;

The result was announced—yeas 37, nays 45, as follows:

YEAB—3T.
Bacon Crawford Johnston, Ala. Simmons
Bankhead Culberson La Follette Smith, Md.
Beveridge Cummins McLaurin Smith, 8. C.
Bristow Daniel Nelson Stone
Brown Dolliver Newlands Taliaferro
Burkett Fletcher Overman Taylor
Chamberlain Foster 5 Owen Tillman
Clap Frazier Paynter
Clarl‘i)e, Ark. Gamble Rayner
Clay : Gore Shively

NAYS—45.
Aldrich Curtis Hughes Richardson
Borah Depew Jolnson, N. Dak. Root
Bradley Dick Jones Scott
Brandegea Dillingham Kean Smith, Mich.
Briggs Dixon Lodze Smoot
Bulkeley du Pont McCumber Stephenson
Burnham Flint Nixon Sutherland
Burrows Frye Oliver Warner
Burton Gallinger Page Wetmore
Carter Guggenheim Penrose
Clark. Wyo. Hale Perkins
Crane Heyburn Piles

NOT VOTING—9.

Bailey Davis MecEnery Money
Bourne Elkins Martin Warren
Cullom

So Mr. BevermGe's amendment to the amendment of the com-
mittee was rejected.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question now is on the amend-
ment of the committee, striking out paragraph 180 and insert-
ing a new paragraph 180.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ALDRICH. I move that the Senate adjourn.

The motion was agreed to, and (at 4 o'clock and 56 minutes
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, May 11,
1909, at 11 o'clock a. m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
iR Moxpay, May 10, 1909.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D.

The Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, May 6, was read
and approved,

PHILIPPINE TARIFF.

Mr. PAYNE, by direction of the Committee on Ways and
Means, reported with amendments the bill (H. R. 9135) to re-
vise and amend the tariff lJaws of the Philippine Islands, and for
other purposes, which was read a first and second time, re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union, and, with the accompanying report (H. Rept. No. 7),
ordered to be printed.

Mr. PAYNE. I give notice that I desire to call this bill up
for consideration on Thursday at the meeting of the House.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I should like to ask the chairman
of the committee what suggestion he has about general debate?

Mr. PAYNE. I had not thought about it. I do not know
who wants to speak upon the subject. As far as I am con-
cerned, I want to speak very briefly.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. How long will you speak?

Mr. PAYNE. I should say fifteen minutes.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I have had only one application,
for three-quarters of an hour.

Mr. PAYNE. I think we can arrange that. For the present,
we had better let it rest until Thursday. There may be more
applications,

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES.

A message, in writing, from the President of the Unifed
States was communicated to the House of Representatives by
Mr. Latta, one of his secretaries.

PORTO RICO.

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message
from the President of the United States:

To the Senate and House of Representatives:

An emergency has arisen in Porto Rico which makes it neces-
sary for me to invite the attention of the Congress to the af-
fairs of that island and to recommend legislation at the present
extra session amending the act under which the island is gov-
erned.

The regular session of the legislative assembly of Porto Rico
adjourned March 11 last without passing the usual appropria-
tion bills, A special session of the assembly was at once con-
vened by the governor, but after three days, on March 16, it
again adjourned without making the appropriations. This
leaves the island government without provision for its support
after June 30 next. The situation presented is therefore of
unusual gravity.

The present government of Porto Rico was established by
what is known as the Foraker Act, passed April 12, 1900, and
taking effect May 1, 1900. Under that act the chief executive
is a governor appointed by the President and confirmed by the
Senate. A secrefary, attorney-general, treasurer, auditor, com-
missioner of the interior, and commissioner of education, to-
gether with five other appointees of the President, constitute
the executive council. The executive council must have in its
membership not less than five native Porto Ricans. The legis-
lative power is vested in the legislative assembly, which has
two coordinate branches. The first of these is the executive
council just deseribed, and the second is the house of delegates,
a popular and representative body with members elected by
the qualified electors of the seven districts into which the island
is divided. ;

The statute directing how the expenses of government are to
be provided leaves some doubt whether this function is not
committed solely to the executive counecil; but in practice the
legislative assembly has made appropriations for all the ex-
penses other than for salaries fixed by Congress; and it is too
late to reverse that construction.

Ever since the institution of the present assembly the house
of delegates has uniformly held up the appropriation bills until
the last minute of the regular session, and has sought to use
the power to do so as a means of compelling the concurrence
of the executive council in legislation which the house desired.

In the last regular legislative assembly the house of delegates
passed a bill dividing the island into several counties and pro-
viding county governments; a bill to establish manual training
schools; a bill for the establishment of an agricultural bank; a
bill providing that vacancies in the offices of mayors and coun-
cilmen be filled by a vote of the municipal councils instead of
by the governcr; and a bill putting in the control of the largest
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taxpayers in each municipal district the selection in great part
of the assessors of property.

The executive council declined to concur in these bills; it ob-
jected to the agricultural-bank bill on the ground that the reve-
nues of the island were not sufficient to carry out the plan pro-
posed, .and to the manual training school bill because in plain
violation of the Foraker Act. 1t objected to the change in the
law concerning the appraisement of property on the ground that
the law was intended to put too much power in respect of the
appraisement of property for taxation in the hands of those
having the most property to tax. The chief issue was a bill
making all the judges in municipalities elective. TUnder previous
legislation there are 26 municipal judges who are elected to
office. By this bill it was proposed to Increase the elective
judges from 26 to 66 in number and at the same time to abolish
the justices of the peace. The change was objected to on the
ground that the election of municipal judges had already inter-
fered with the efficient and impartial administration of justice,
had made the judges all of one political faith, and a mere po-
litical instrument in the hands of the central committee of the
Unionist or dominant party. The attitude of the executive coun-
cil in refusing to pass these bills led the house of delegates to
refuse to pass the necessary appropriation bills,

The facts recited demonstrate the willingness of the repre-
sentatives of the people in the house of delegates to subvert
the government in order to secure the passage of certain legis-
lation. The question whether the proposed legislation should
be enacted into law was left by the fundamental act to the
joint action of the executive council and the house of delegates
as the legislative assembly. The house of delegates proposes
itself to secure this legislation without respect to the opposi-
tion of the executive council, or else to pull down the whole
government. This spirit, which has been growing from year
to year in Porto Rico, shows that too great power has been
vested in the house of delegates and that its members are not
gufficiently alive to their oath-taken responsibility for the main-
tenance of the government to justify Congress in further re-
posing in them absolute power to withhold appropriations neces-
sary for the government's life.

For these reasons I recommend an amendment to the For-
aker Act providing that whenever the legislative assembly shall
adjourn without making the appropriations necessary to carry
on the government, sums equal to the appropriations made in
the previous year for the respective purposes shall be available
from the current revenues and shall be drawn by the warrant
of the auditor on the ‘treasurer and countersigned by the
governor. Such a provision applies to the legislatures of the
Philippines and Hawalii, and it has prevented in those two coun-
tries any misuse of the power of appropriation.

The house of delegates sent a committee of three to Wash-
Adngton, while the executive council was represented by the sec-
retary and a committee consisting of the attorney-general and
the auditor. I referred both committees to ‘the Secretary of
the Interior, whose report, with a letter from Governor Post
and the written statements of both committees, accompanies this
message,

I have had one personal interview with the committee repre-
senting the house of delegates, and suggested to them that if
the house of delegates would pass the appropriation bill with-
out insisting upon the passage of the other bills by the executive
council, T would send a representative of the Government to
Porto Rico to make an investigation and report in respect to the
proposed legislation. Their answer, which shows them mnot to
'be in a compromising mood, was as follows:

If the leglslative assembly of Porto Rlco would be ecalled to an ex-
traordinary session exclusively to pass an appropriation bill, taklnﬁ
into consideration the state of affairs down the island and the hig
dissatisfaction produced by the intolerant attitude of the executive
eouncil, and also taking into consideration the absolute resistanee of
the house to do any mct against its own dignity and the dignity of the
country, it 1s the opinion of these commissioners that no agresment
would be attalned, unless the conncil feel disposed to accept the amend-
‘ments of the house of delegates.

However, If in the proclamation calling for an extraordinary session
the judicial and municipal reforms wounld be mentioned, and if the
executive council would accejpt that thcte.srmnt Justices of the peace
‘be abolished -and municipal judges crea in every muni lity, and
that wacancies oecurring in mayorships and judgmhtps be filled by the
munieipal eouncils, as provided in the so-called * municipal bills™
passed by the house in its last session, then the commissioners ‘believe
that the appropriation bills will be passed in the house as ‘introduced
in the council without delay.

Porto Rico has been the favored daughter of the Tnited
‘States. The sovereignty of the Island in 1899 passed to the
United States with the full econsent of the people of the island.

Under the law all the costoms and internal-revenue taxes are
turned into the treasury of Porto Rico for the maintenance of
the island government, while the United States pays out of its
own Treasury the cost ‘of the local army; that is, a Tull Porto

Rican regiment, the revenue vessels, the light-house service, the
coast surveys, the harbor improvements, the marine-hospital
support, the post-office deficit, the weather bureau, and the up-
keep of the agricultural experiment stations.

Very soon after the change of sovereignty a cyclone destroyed
a large part of Porto Rican coffee culture; $200,000 was ex-
pended from the United States Treasury to buy rations for
those left in distress. The island is policed by 700 men, and
complete tranquillity reigns.

Before American control 87 per cent of the Porto Ricans were
unable to read or write, and there was not in this island, con-
taining a million people, a single building constructed for public
instruction, while the enrollment of pupils in such schools as
there were, 551 in number, was but 21,000. To-day in the island
there are 160 such buildings and the enrollment of pupils in
2,400 schools has reached the number of 87,000. The year before
American sovereignty there was expended $35,000 in gold for
public education. TUnder the present government there is ex-
pended for this purpose a total of $1,000,000 a year.

When the Americans took control there were 172 miles of
macadamized road. Since then there have been constructed
452 miles more, mostly in the mountains, making in all now
a total of 624 miles of finely planned and admirably constructed
macadamized roads—as good roads as there are in the world,

In the course of the administration of this island the United
States medical authorities discovered a disease of tropieal
anemia which was epidemic and was produced by a microbe
called the “hook worm.” It so much impaired the energy of
those who suffered from it and so often led to complete pros-
tration and death that it became necessary to undertake its cure
by widespread governmental effort. I am glad to say that
225,000 natives, or one-fourth of the entire population, have been
treated at government expense, and the effect has been much
to reduce the extent and severity of the disease and to bring
it under control. Substantially every person in the island has
been vaccinated, and smallpox has practically disappeared.

There is complete free trade between Porto Rico and the
United States, and all customs duties collected in the United
States on Porto Rican products subsequent to the date of Span-
ish evacuation, amounting to nearly $3,000,000, have been re-
funded to the island treasury. The loss to the revenues of the
United States from the free admission of Porto Rican products
is $15,000,000 annually. The wealth of the island is directly
dependent upon the cultivation of the soil, to cane, tobaceo,
coffee, and fruit, for which we in America provide the market,
Without our fostering benevolence the business of Porto Rico
would be as prostrate as are some of theneighboring West Indian
islands. Before American control the trade balance against
the island was over $12,500,000, while the present balance of
trade in favor of-the island is $2,500,000. The total of exports
and imports has increased from about $22,000,000 before Ameri-
can sovereignty to $56,000,000 at the present day. At the date
of the American occupation the estimated value of all agriecul-
tural land was about $30,000,000. Now the appraised value
of the real property in the island reaches $100,000,000. The
expenses of government before American control were $2,969,000,
while the receipts were $3,044,000. For the year 1906 the re-
ceipts were $4,250,000, and the expenditure was $4,084,000. Of
the civil servants in the central government, 843 are Americans,
and 2,548 are native Porto Ricans, There never was a time in
the history of the island when the average prosperity of the
Porto Rican has been higher, when his opportunity has been
greater, when his liberty of thought and action was more secure.

Representatives of the house of delegates insist in their ap-
peals ‘to Congress and to the public that, from the standpoint
of a free people, the Porto Ricans are mow subjected under
American “control to political oppression and to a much less
liberal government than under that of Spain. To prove this
they refer to the provisions of a royal decree of 1897, promul-
gated in November of that year. The decree related to the gov-
ernment of Porto Rico and Cuba and was undoubtedly a great
step forward in granting a certain sort of autonomy to the
people of the two islands. The war followed within a few
months after its promulgation and it is impossible to say what
its practical operation would have been. It was a tfentative
arrangement, revocable at the pleasure of the Crown, and had,
in its provisions, authority for the governor-general to suspend
all of the laws of the legislature of the islands until approved
or disapproved at home and to suspend at will all constitutional
guaranties of life, liberty, and property, supposed to be lhe
basis of civil liberty and free institutions. The insular legisla-
ture had no power to-enact new laws or to amend existing laws
governing property rights or the life and liberty of the pecple.
The jurisdiction to pass these remained in the hands of the
National Cortes and included the mass of code laws governing
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the descent and distribution .and transfer of property and con-

dracts, and torts, land laws, notarial laws, laws of waters and
mines, penal statutes, civil, criminal, and administrative pro-
cedure, organic laws of ‘the municipalities, election laws, the
code of commerce, and so forth. In contrast with this, under
its present form of government, the island legislature possesses
practically all the powers of an American commonwealth, and
the constitutional guaranties of its inhabitants, instead of being
subject to snspension by executive discretion, are absolutely
guaranteed by act of Congress. The great body of substantive
law now in force in the island, political, ecivil, and ecriminal
code, codes of politieal, civil and criminal procedure, the reve-
mue, municipal, electoral,” franchise, educational, police, and
public works laws, and the like, has been enacted by the people
of the island themselves, as no law .can be put upon the statute
books unless it has received the approval of the representative
lower house of the legislature. In no single case has the Con-
gress of the United States intervened to annul or control acts
of the legislative assenibly. TFor the first time in the history
of Porto Rico the island is living under laws enacted by its own
legislature.

It is idle, however, to compare political power of the Porto
Ricans under the royal decree of 1897, when their capacity to
exercise it with benefit to themselves was never in fact tested,
with that which they have under the Foraker Act. The ques-
tion we have before us is whether their course since the adop-
tion of the Foraker Act does not show the necessity for with-
holding from fhem the absolute power given by that act to the
legislative assembly over appropriations, when the house of dele-
gates as a coordinate branch of that assembly shows itself will-
ing and anxious to use such absolute power, not to support and
maintain the government, but ‘to render ‘it helpless. Tf the
Porto Ricans desire a change in the form of the Foraker Act,
this is a matter for congressional consideration dependent on
the effect of such a change .on the real political progress in the
dsland.

Such o ¢hange should be sought in an orderly way, and not
‘brought ito the attention -of Congress by paralyzing the arm of
the existing government. I do mot donht that the ferms of the
existing Tundamental act might ‘be improved, certainly ‘in guali-
fying some of its provisions as to fthe respective jurisdictions of
the executive council and :the legislative assembly; and I sug-
gest to Congress the wisdom of submitiing ‘to the appropriate
eommittees this question of revision. But mo action of this
Jkind should be begun until after, by special amendment of tha
Foraker Act, the abseolute power of appropriation is taken away
from those who have shown themselves too irresponsible to
enjoy it

In the:desire of certain of their leaders for political power,
Porto Ricans have forgotten the generosity of the United States
in its dealings with ithem. This should net be an eceasion for
.surprise, nor in dealing with a whole people can it be made the
‘basis of a charge of ingratitude. When we, with the consent
«of the people of Porio Rico, assumed guardiamship over them
and the .gnidance of their destinies, we must have been eon-
seious that a people -that had enjoyed so little opportunity for
edueation could not be expected, safely for themselves, to exer-
-cise the full power of self-government ; and the present:develop-
ment is only an indieation that ave have gone somewhat too fast
in the extension of political power to them for their own good.

The change recommended may mot immediately convince those
conftrolling the house of delegates of the mistnke they have
:made in ‘the extremity to which they have been willing to resort
for political purposes, but in the long run it will secure more
careful and responsible exercise of the power they have.

There is not the slightest evidence that there has been on
the part of the governor or of any member of the executive
council a disposition to usurp authority, or to withhold approval
of such legislation.as was for the best interests of the island, or
a lack of sympathy with the best aspirations of the Porto Rican
people,

W, H. Tarr.

Tre WaHITE House, May 10, 1909.

The SPEAKER. If there be mo objection, this message will
be referred to the Committee on ‘Ways and Means and printed.
Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I object. Would not that go
to the Committee on Insular Affairs under the regular order"

The SPEAKER. The Chair took into consideration the pres-
went condition of the House when he made the statement that
he did. The House, so far as committees are concerned, with
the exception of the Committees on Ways and Means, on Rules,
on Enrolled Bills, and on Mileage, is not organized. In view of
the existing conditions, the 'Chair made the statement that
without objection he would refer the message to the Committee
on Ways and Means. s

If there be objection, it swvould be for the House to determine
what should be done with the message. Is there objection?

Mr. GARRETT. I object.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee objects.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, while I am not anxious to get
jurisdiction for anything more for the Committee on Ways
and Means, under the cirecumstances, I move that the message
be referred to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. JONES. Mr, Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. JONES. What vote, under the rules of the House, is
neecessary to refer this message to the Committee on Ways and
Means?

The SPEAKER. A majority vote.

Mr. JONES. In order to thus refer the message is it not nec-
essary to suspend the rules of the House?

The SPEAKER. No; this comes in under the rule relating
to the order of business.

. Mr., JONES. Will not this proposed reference change the
rules adopted by the House and to that extent will it not sus-
pend the rules of the House?

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not so understand. This
is a message from the President of the United States, and is
subject to the control of the House as to its reference.

Mr. JONES. The rules of the House prescribe what matters
‘shall be referred to the Commitiee on Ways and Means and
what shall be referred to the Committee on Insular Affairs, and
this is a proposition to refer to the Committee on Ways and
Means a subject swhich, under ‘the rules of this House, properly
belongs to the Committee on Insular Affairs. A subject of which
that committee under the rules clearly has jurisdiction.

The SPEAKER (reading) :

The general prinelple is established that it is in order for the House
‘to refer a bill to any committee, though such eommittee under Rule XI
might not have original jurisdiction of the bill

The rule the gentleman refers to governs the erdinary refer-
ence of hills, because the bills when introduced are introduced
through the box and the Speaker refers them under the rule.
But it is provided that by direction of a committee it shall be
in order to move to change the reference of a bill on any day
after the Journal s read. This message is somewhat different
from a 'bill. It is mot referred through the box, but comes di-
recflp before the House, and the House having always exer-
cised the right, either in the first instance or in the second, to
make such reference of bills as it should please, the Chair is of
opinion that it is within the power of the House to refer this
message as it may see proper.

AMr. CLARK of Missouri. A parliamentary dnguiry, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The case that the Chair has just
stated arises where there is a squabble between two committees
as to which has the proper jurisdiction?

‘The SPEAKER. It is the case under ‘the rule as to:change
of reference. JSuppose this was a bill introduced through the
box and under the rule the Chair had referred it, in his judg-
ment, to either the Appropriation ‘Commitiee or the Committee
on Insular Affairs or the Committee on Ways and Means. Naow,
it would 'be in the power of the House, under the rule, on motion
properly made, ‘to send it to some other committee. Thus, the
oleomargarine bill was taken from the Committee on Ways and
Means and sent to ‘the Commitiee on Agriculiure, and so with
many other bills which the Chair might cite.

Formerly all bills were introduced in .open House, and then

the Speaker designated the reference of a bill, and his sugges-

tion ordinarily was received by the House, because the House

jpractically concurred with the suggestion. But it was in order

under the former practice and under the former rules to have
raised the question in the first instance, if any Member desired
not to take the suggestion of the Speaker as to the proper refer-

ence; the House had an absolutely free hand.

Now, that power has not been given up by the House under
the rules that have been adopted whenever the House has a
bill before it and sees fit to express itself.

This message can mot, under ‘the rules, be referred through
the box, but it must be read in open House; and being read in
open House, is subject, in the opinion of the Chair, in eon-
formity with ithe parlinmentary practice of the House, to such
reference as the House may see proper to make of the same.

Mr. OLARK of Missouri. Another parlinmentary inguiry,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state if.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If that is true, then what goed
comes of the rule that divides the business up among the vari-
ous committees?
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The SPEAKER. The rule that the gentleman refers to is
undoubtedly directory as to the House and governs the Speaker
in making reference of bills, petitions, and memorials that are
introduced through the box. But when the House has a bill in
its own possession, it is manifest that it will make reference ac-
cording to its own will.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Suppose one of these gentlemen
who was on the Committee on Insular Affairs at the last Con-
gress should reintroduce one of the bills of the last Congress
making a Territory out of Porto Rico and giving to its people
the rights of citizenship; would the Chair, or the House either,
have any right to refer that bill to the Committee on Mileage
or the Committee on Accounts?

The SPEAKER. If a bill were introduced through the box,
such a bill as the gentleman speaks of, to make a Territory of
Porto Rico, the Chair, exercising his best judgment in examin-
ing the bill, would determine in the first instance whether the
Committee on Territories would be the proper committee, or the
Committee on Insular Affairs or some other committee, to which
to refer it. But such action under the rule, as the rules pro-
vide, might be passed upon by the House, under appropriate
motion, as the rules provide, on the next day or any other day.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Is not the proper motion for the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Payse] to make to suspend the
rules of the House and refer this message to the Committee on
Ways and Means—that is, if he wants to get possession of it?

The SPEAKER. "Why, the gentleman must recollect that in
the case of the oleomargarine bill, which was purely a revenue
measure and which went under the rule to the Committee on
Ways and Means, the gentleman’s former colleague, Representa-
tive Hatch, by direction of the Committee on Agriculture, over
whiech, he presided, moved, after the reading of the Journal, to
change the reference from the Commitiee on Ways and Means to
the Committee on Agriculture, and the House by a majority, the
House having that power, changed the reference to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If the Chair will bear with me a
moment, I desire to state that that performance of Colonel
Hatch grew out of two facts: In the first place, Mr. Hatch be-
lieved that the majority of the House would vote with him to

. refer that bill to a committea that would act favorably upon it.
and he did not believe that the Committee on Appropriations or
the Committee on Ways and Means would act favorably ufdn it.
He had votes enough to overrule the previous reference of the
bill. That was a squabble between committees about jurisdic-
tion.

The SPEAKER. Yet it shows the power of the House, acting
through a majority, to do what it chooses touching the refer-
ence of bills; and now, of this message.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am not disputing the power of the
House to do as it pleases, but I am suggesting that the only way
to get rid of that rule which parcels out the jurisdiction among
the various committees is for the genileman from New York
[Mr. Pay~xe] or somebody else to move that the rules of the
House be suspended and that this message be,referred to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr., PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I want to make a single sugges-
tion as to why this message may appropriately be referred to
the Committee on Ways and Means. The rule appointing the
Committee on Insular Affairs, or providing for ome, also pro-
vided that any bill relating to the revenue should be excepted
from their jurisdiction and the jurisdiction should go to the
Committee on Ways and Means. The President, in his message,
alludes to what is popularly known as the “ Foraker Act.”
There are very few people in the United States to-day who
know that the Foraker Act originated in the House of Repre-
sentatives, and I had the honor myself to introduce the bill.
That bill was referred to the Committee on Ways and Means
and was reported to the House from that committee and passed
the House. It is true that the bill as it went from the House
was almost entirely a revenue measure. We did not take juris-
dietion of the governmental features of legislation in regard to
those islands, because the Committee on Insular Affairs had
already taken up that subject and had reported to the House
a bill providing for a government for the Philippine Islands
before the revenue bill passed the House. After the revenue
bill passed the House it was amended somewhat in regard to
its revenue features, and there was added to it a plan for civil
government, which was largely, if not entirely, the House bill
which had been reported by the chairman of the Committee on
Insular Affairs, the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Coorer].
There were some amendments made to that, and that civil-
government bill, as I say, was attached to it. In that shape
it came back to the House, and my recollection is that the bill

‘

as amended went to the Committee on Ways and Means. There
was a conference between the two Houses finally and the bill
was passed.

Now, after the Supreme Court had decided, contrary to the
judges who sit in newspaper offices, that the bill was constitu-
tional, suddenly it became known as the * Foraker Act.” The
gentlemen in the House who had been instrumental in passing
the original bill had incurred all the obloquy and all of the
criticisms from the newspapers of the United States. That act
is now known as the * Foraker Act,” was so named by the
Supreme Court in its decisions, and, of course, the President,
following that custom, properly eglls it the * Foraker Act.”

But this act to which the President's message refers was a bill .

that originated in the House, and was reported from the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, does the gentleman mean to inti-
mate that the revenue referred to in this message is a United
States revenue, or in any way related to the revenues of the
United States?

Mr. PAYNE. Oh, no; not at all. The act which the Presi-
dent desires ta have amended was an act that came from the
Committee on Ways and Means of this House, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read paragraph 4375 from
Parliamentary Precedents, covering a ruling of Speaker Carlisle,
and there are many rulings made subsequent to that time.

The Clerk read as follows:

4575. The House may by vote refer a bill to any committee, withont
rezard to the rules of jurisdietion. .

To a bill to place an officer on the retired list of the army an amend-
ment proposing to give him aﬁenslon was held not germane.

On February 29, 1884, the House having under consideration the bill
to retire General Pleasonton, and the previous question haying been
moved on the passage of the hill, Mr. Thomas M. Browne, of Indiana,
moved that the bill be recommitted to the Committee on Military Affairs
with instructions to report the same with an amendment to put Gen-
eral Pleasonton's name on the pension roll at $100 per month.

Mr. Thomas M. Bayne, of Penns{)lvnnia. made the point of order
that it was not in order to refer a bill to a committee which did not
have jurisdiction of the subject, and also the further point of order
that the proposition was not germane to the subject-matter of the bill.

The Speaker overruled the first point of order on the ground that it
was competent for the House to refer a bill to any committee it pleased,
and sustained the second point of order on the ground that the pending
bill was proposed to restore General Pleasonton to the Army of the
United States and give him rank and pay as a retired officer, while the
proposition submitted by Mr. Browne merely gave him a pension while
he still remained out of the military service of the Government.

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer a motion as
a substitute for the motion offered by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. PAYNE].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will offer his motion.

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I move that the Speaker be
instructed to forthwith comply with Rule X as regards the
Committee on Insular Affairs, and that the message of the
President be referred to the Committee on Insular Affairs.

The SPEAKER. If the Chair understands the motion of the
gentleman from Tennessee, he moves to amend the motion of
the gentleman from New York to refer the message to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means in substance as follows, by way of a
substitute, that the Speaker be instructed to forthwith appoint
the Committee on Insular Affairs——

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order against
that; it is not germane to the original motion.

The SPEAKER. The Chair sustains the point of order. As
many as favor the motion—— .

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I should like

The SPEAKER. The Chair is prepared to rule and has rnled.
As many as favor the motion of the gentleman will say “ aye.”

The question was taken, and the Chair announced the ayes
seemed to have it.

Mr. GARRETT and Mr. HAY. Division, Mr. Speaker.

The House divided ; and there were—ayes 90, noes 77.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, tellers.

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I make the point that no
quorum is present. -

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee makes the
point that no quorum is present—— [Cries of “ Tellers! "]

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. [After counting.]
The Chair finds after counting that there are 165 Members
present; not a quorum.

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, hoping that there will be a
guorum here on Thursday, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly (at 12 o'clock and 46 minutes p. m.) the House
adjourned to meet on Thursday next.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clauge 2 of Rule XXI1V, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

A letter from the chairman of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, sabmitting a report of investigations as to railroads
operating in Ohio and West Virginia (8. Doe. No. 39)—to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and ordered to
be printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
Guy M. Claflin ». The United States (H. Doc. No. 23)—to the
Committee on War Claims and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
Myron G. Bond v. The United States (H. Doe, No. 24)—to the
Committee on War Claims and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Clakns, trans-
mitting a eopy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
Edwin A. Wells v. The United States (H. Doe. No. 25)—to the
Committee on War Claims and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the president of the Board of Commissioners
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a eopy of a letter from
the judges of the municipal court relating to elerical assistance
(H. Doec. No. 26)—to the Committee on Appropriations and er-
dered to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo-
rials of the following titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. COLLIER : A bill (H. R. 9413) appropriating $150,000
to erect a building as an addition to the government building
at Vicksburg, Miss.—to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9414) appropriating $100,000 to purchase
a site and erect a government building thereon at Canton,
Miss.—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. WALLACE: A bill (H. R. 9415) authorizing sur-
g of Saline River, Arkansas—to the Committee on Rivers and

Also, a bill (. R. 9416) to repeal the duties on wood pulp
and printing paper—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HULL of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 9417) to increase the
efficiency of the United States Military Academy, and for other
purposes—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. CARY: A bill (H. R. 9418) to promote the produc-
tion of domestic industrial alcohol, increase the productive
value of the land, and maintain its fertile gualities through the
establishment of small and scattered distilleries—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SULZER : A bill (H. R. 9419) for the relief of volun-
ie;r ioﬂicers of civil-war record—to the Committee on Military

nirs.

By Mr. CAMPBELL: A bill (H. R. 9420) prohibiting fraud
upon the public by manufacturers by placing any other than
their own name upon a manufactured article—to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. GRANT: A bill (H. R. 9421) for the establishment
of a national tubercular sanitarium in the State of North
Carolina for persons afflicted with tuberculosis—to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. KENDALL: A bill (H. R. 9422) to amend section
3244, chapter 3, title 35, of the Revised Statutes of the United
States—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr., WEBB: A bill (H. R. 9423) to provide for the
enlarging and improving of the United States building at
Charlotte, N. C.—to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

By Mr. CARY: A bill (H. R. 9424) .for the erection of a
public building at Milwaukee, Wis.—to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 9425) for the purchase of
a site and the erection of a federal building at Santa Fe,
N. Mex.—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds,

By Mr. STEENERSON : Resolution (H. Res. 66) requesting the
Secretary of the Deparitment of Commerce and Labor to furnish
certain information in reference to the pure food and drugs
act—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

Also, resolution (FL Res. 67) requesting the Secretary of
Agriculture to furnish certain information in reference to the
pure food and drugs act—to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

Also, resolution (H. Res. 63) requesting the Secretary of the
Treasury to furnish certain information in reference to the
pure food and drugs act—to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

Also, resolution (H. Res. 09) requesting the Attorney-General
of the United States to furnish eertain information in reference
to the pure food and drugs act—to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Memorial of the legislature
of Wisconsin, asking Congress to enact into law H. R. 39—to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, memorial of the legislature of Wisconsin, memorializing
Congress in regard to international peace—to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. HAYES: Memorial of the legislature of California,
concerning California Mountaineer Volunteers—to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CARY : Memerial of the legislature of Wisconsin, in
regard to international peace—to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: Memorial of the legislature of
Illinois, concerning old-age insurance, etc.—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, memorial of the legislature of Illinois, in favor of me-
morial to Abraham Lincoln—to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

Also, memorial of the legislature of Illinois, agninst the in-
heritance tax—io the Committee on Ways and Means,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXITI, private bills and resolutions of
ihe following titles were introduced and severally referred as
ollows :

By Mr. ALEXANDER of Missouri: A bill (H. R, 9426) au-
thorizing the Secretary of the Interior to examine and adjust
the accounts of Willlam R. Little, or his heirs, with the Sac
and Fox Indians—to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. AUSTIN: A bill (H. R. 9427) granting a pension to
Willinm Hutcheson, alias William King—to the Committee on
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 9428) for the relief of the heirs of George
Turner—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9429) for the relief of the heirs of Charles
Frances—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9430) for the relief of Lewis Turner, for
carrying dispatches, and other services—to the Committee on
War Claims.

By Mr. BORLAND: A bill (H. R. 9431) for the relief of
the Barse Live Stock Commission Company—to the Committee
on Claims.

By Mr. BRADLEY : A bill (H. R, 9432) granting an increase
of pension to George Beamms—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9433) granting an inerease of pension to
Ira F. Hitt—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9434) granting an increase of pension to
Monroe Kniffin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BROWNLOW : A bill (H. R. 9435) granting a pen-
sion to John B. Waddill—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8436) granting an increase of pension to
Charles B. Sanford—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BURKE of South Dakota: A bill (H, R. 9437) grant-
ing a pension to James H. Slater—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. CALDERHEAD : A bill (H. R. 9438) granting an in-
erease of pension to Andrew A. Burk—io the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9439) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Swaner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9440) granting an increase of pension to
H. Glay Harman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CAMERON: A bill (H. R&. 9441) granting a pension
to James . Shackleford—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9442) granting a pension to Elbert W.
McLaughlin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

s Also, a bill (H. R. 9443) granting a pension to Saul A.
Hagerty—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9444) granting a pension to Mary I B,
Pettee—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CANTRILL: A bill (H. R. 9445) granting a pension
b:l) Benjamin B. Spears—tie the Committee on Invalid Pea-
sions,
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By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 9446) granting
an increase of pension to Phoebe W. Peters—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. COWLES: A bill (H. R. 9447) for the relief of J. A.
Denny—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9448) for the relief of J. B. Johnson,
administrator of John D. Johnson—to the Commitiee on War
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9449) granting a pension to James W.
Culler—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. &, 9450) granting an increase of pension to
John Robinson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 9451) to correct the military record of
Dolphus A. Wiles—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9452) to correct the military record of
Gilomiel L. Smoot—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 09453) to correct the military record of
Abraham C. Bryan—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9454) to correct the military record of
Hezekiah A. Wood—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (H. RR. 9455) granting a pension to
Louisa J. Thompson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9456) granting a pension to Robert
Owens—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9457) granting an increase of pension to
William H. Grant—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9458) to correct the military record of
John W. Parsons—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. CUSHMAN: A bill (H. R. 9459) granting an increase
of pension to Walter P. Davis—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. FORNES: A bill (H, R. 9460) for the relief of James
Welch, his heirs or representatives—to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 9461) for the
relief of Mrs. Lou. Clemmons—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9462) granting an increase of pension to
James €. Maxey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GRANT: A bill (H. R. 9463) granting an increase of
pension to Mary Ann Hill—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9464) granting a pension to James H.
Arwood—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. HUGHES of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 9465) granting
an increase of pension to John 8. Lewis—to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. HULL of Towa: A bill (H. R. 9466) removing charge
of desertion from George J. Dennig, Company C, Thirty-third
New Jersey Infantry—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. KENDALL: A bill (H. R. 9467) granting an increase
of pension to Michael Russell—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 9468) granting a
pension to Mary E. Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. KINKAID of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 9469) to grant
to John Rivett privilege to make commutation of his homestead
entry—to the Committee on Private Land Claims.

By Mr. LAWRENCE: A bill (H. R. 9470) granting a pension
to Sarah Ann Emmons—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LOUDENSLAGER: A bill (H. R. 9471) granting an
increase of pension to Edward D. Mattson—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MACON: A bill (H. R. 9472) to carry out the find-
ings of the Court of Claims in the case of Richard D. Lamb and
Ira M. Lamb, heirs of Caroline Lamb, deceased—to the Commit-
tee on War Claims.

By Mr. McKINNEY : A bill (H. R. 9473) granting an increase
of pension to Elias Pleukharp—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. MORGAN of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 9474) granting
an increase of pension to C. R. Allen—to the Committee on In-
yvalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9475) granting an increase of pension to
William Higginbottom—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9476) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel J. Freye—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9477) granting an increase of pension to»
James A. Love—to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. MORRISON : A bill (H. R. 9478) granting an increase
of pension to Ira Shafer—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
gions.

By Mr. PEARRE: A bill (H. R. 9479) for the relief of Polly

Jackson—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9480) for the relief of Agnes Berry Craw-
ford, sole heir of Otho Williams, deceased—to the Commitfee on
War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9481) for the relief of the estate of Jacob
Reichard, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9482) for the relief of the heirs of Jasper
(L'Jlla izmd Ann D. Jackson, deceased—to the Committee on War

ms.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9483) for the relief of the heirs of Isaac R.
Maus, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9484) for the relief of the heirs of T. L.
P. Cronmiller, deceased—to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. SPERRY : A bill (H. R. 9485) granting a pension to
Helen A, White—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9456) granting a pension to Charlotte B.
W. Brown—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9487) granting an increase of pension to
John A. Malona—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 9488) granting an increase of pension to
Amn E. Parmelee—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9489) granting an increase of pension to
Harriet Hull—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 9490) granting an increase of pension to
Jane D. Peyton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9491) granting an increase of pension to
Mary McMahon—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9492) granting an increase of pension to
Etheldra H. Saunders—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9493) granting an increase of pension to
Bridget Mullens—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9494) granting an increase of pension to
Jennette E. Royce—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9495) granting an increase of pension to
Mary E. Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 9496) granting
an increase of pension to Rachel M. Parrish—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WALLACE: A bill (H. R. 9497) granting a pension
to George C. Rimes—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WOODS of Iowa: A bill (H, R. 9498) granting an in-
crease of pension to Howard Haworth—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 0499) granting an increase of pension to
Henry G. Brough—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9500) granting an inerease of pension to
George Buzby—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9501) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of John G. Riley—to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9502) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of Henry J. Bolander—to the Commit-
tee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 9503) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of Thomas J. Shropshire—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON: Petition of Claus Shear Company, of
Fremont, Ohio, asking an increase of duty on cutlery—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CARY: Petition of certain trade organizations of
Philadelphia, Pa., against Philippine tobacco duty free—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Wisconsin National Historical Society, favor-
ing free lumber—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. COOK: Petition of the Commercial Exchange of
Philadelphia, Pa., favoring reciprocity with the government of
Canada—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HAYES: Petition of Anna Ella Carroll Circle, No. 1,
Ladies of the Grand Army of the Republic, Department of
California, of Nevada, for an appropriation to build a cottage
at Sawtelle, Cal., for two veterans and their wives—to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Also, petition of Thomas H. Williams and 36 other citizens of
San Jose and Campbell, Cal., against all Asiatics coming into
the United States save merchants, students, and travelers—to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. HOUSTON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Edmund Judkins—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. JOYCE: Petition of Benevolent and Protective Order
of Elks, No. 448, of Cambridge, and Marietta Lodge, No. 477,
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both of Ohio, for creation of a park for care of the American
elk—to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. KINKEAD of New Jersey: Petition of Post Card
Manufacturers and Allied Trades Protective Association of
United States, favoring tariff on post cards—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LOWDEN : Petitions of citizens of Lee, Galena, Shan-
non, Pawpaw, Pearl City, Elizabeth, Hanover, Apple River,
Leaf River, Mount Morris, Forreston, Stockton, Byron, Dakota,
and Warren, all in the State of Illinois, opposing parcels post—
to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota : Petition of Bee Hive Com-
pany, of Sioux Falls, 8. Dak., opposing any increase of duty on
gloves—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McCALL: Petition of natives of Philippine Islands,
favoring striking out all reference to Philippines in pending
tariff bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. O'CONNELL: Memorial of legislature of Massachu-
setts, against an inheritance-tax system—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, memorial of legislature of Massachusetts, relative to
rolls of Revolutionary regiments and companies and to state-
ments regarding Revolutionary prisoners—to the Committee on
Pensions.

Also, petition of Taylor Brothers and the Boston Retail Gro-
cers’ Association, of Boston, for reduction of tariff on wheat to
10 cents—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PEARRE: Petition of A, Rosa Bevans, praying for
reference of war claim to the Court of Claims under the Bow-
man Act—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: Petition of citizens and mer-
chants of Amarillo, Tex. against a parcels-post bill—to the
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of citizens of Caldwell, Tex., against the 25 per
cent duty proposed on oils, spices, etc.—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. TOU VELLE: Petitions of D. W. Stoner, of Union City,
Ind.; Hoffman Leaf Tobacco Company, of Pennsylvania, Ohio,
and Wisconsin; and Corwin & Baker, and C. H. Cain, of Green-
ville, Ohio, against Philippine tobacco coming in duty free—to
the Commitiee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of 12 citizens of the Fourth Congressional Dis-
trict of Ohio, against duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of president of the Ohio Baking Company,
favoring prohibition by law of all gambling in food supplies, a
reduction of the tariff on foodstuffs, and free Canadian grain—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

SENATE.
Tuespay, May 11, 1909.

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m.
Prayer by Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, of the city of Washington.
The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and approved.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

Mr. JONES presented petitions of sundry citizens of Pateros,
Spokane, Ritzville, and Eltopia, all in the State of Washington,
praying for a reduction of the duty on raw and refined sugars,
which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. OLIVER presented petitions of sundry citizens of Home-
stend and Brookyville, in the State of Pennsylvania, praying for
a reduction of the duty on raw and refined sugars, which were
ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. CULLOM presented petitions of sundry eitizens of Chi-
cago, Pontiac, Bloomington, Decatur, Stonington, Carbondale,
Johnson City, Benton, Aurora, and Mount Vernon, all in the State
of Illinois, praying for the repeal of the duty on hides, which
were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. CURTIS presented a petition of 170 citizens of the State
of Kansas, praying for the repeal of the duty on hides, which
was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE presented memorials of the mayor and
common council of De Pere, of the mayor and common council
of Stevens Point, and of the mayor and common council of
Neenah, all in the State of Wisconsin, remonstrating against a
reduction of the present duty on print paper and wood pulp,
which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Publes,
Malone, and Oshkosh, all in the State of Wisconsin, praying
for a reduction of the duty on raw and refined sugars, which
were ordered to lie on the table,

He also presented a memorial of the Putney Brothers Com-
pany, of Waukesha, Wis, remonstrating against an increase
of the duty on imported gloves, which was ordered to lie on
the table.

He also presented a petition of the Wisconsin Natural His-
tory Society, praying for the repeal of the duty on lumber,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. PILES presented a petition of Washington Grange,
No. 82, Patrons of Husbandry, of Vancouver, Wash., praying for
the passage of the so-called *rural parcels-post” and “ postal
savings banks” bills, which was referred to the Committee
on Post-Offices and Post-Roads.

Mr. FRYE presented a petition of sundry citizens of Sanger-
ville, Me., and a petition of sundry citizens of Camden, Me.,
praying for the protection of the carded-wool industry, which
were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Presque
Isle, Me,, praying for a reduction of the duty on raw and re-
fined sugars, which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr, RAYNER presented petitions of sundry citizens of Balti-
more, Gaithersburg, and Rockville, all in the State of Maryland,
praying for a reduction of the duty on raw and refined sugars,
which were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. STEPHENSON presented a joint resolution of the legis-
lature of Wisconsin, which was referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations and ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

Joint resolution memorlalizing Congress in regard to International
peace.

Whereas the };rﬁresa of industry and the happiness and prosperity
of the people of all countries depends upon the maintenance of peace
among the nations of the world ; and
Whereas International wars have resulted usually from jealousies
due In a large degree to mutual misunderstandings which could have
been made clear by conferences and investigations; and
Whereas it would promote the progress of peace in International
relations to have a par]mmentarg union at stated intervals, composed
of delegates from all nations :; an
Whereas the friendly relations existing between the United States
and all nations make it peculiarly fitting that the proposal should
come from this country : Therefore it
Resolved by the assembly (the senate concurring), That we respect-
fggiy memorialize the Congress of the United States to initiate pro-
ceedings to invite the nations of the world to send delegates to an
iuterparliamentuiy union for the purpose of discussing and establish-
ing a system of international arbitration and investigation of disputes
between nations and to arrange for a permanent interparliamentary
unfon at stated intervals; and be it further
Resolved, That a cop{ of the foregoing be immediately transmitted
by the secretary of state to the President of the United States, the
President of the Senate of the United States, and the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, and to each of the Senators and Representa-
tives from this State. d
L. H. BAXCROFT,
Bpeaker of the Assembly.
JOHX BTRANGE,
President of the Benate.
C. E. BHAFFER,
Chief Clt‘erk of the Assembly.

. . ANDREWS,
Chief Clerk of the Senate.

Mr. STEPHENSON presented petitions of the mayor and
common council of De Pere, of the mayor and common counecil
of Neenah, of the mayor and common council of Stevens Point,
and of the mayor and common council of Eau Claire, all in the
State of Wisconsin, praying for a reduction of the present duty
on print paper and wood pulp, which were ordered to lie on
the table.

He also presented a memorial of the Cambridge Local, of the
American Society of Equity of Rockdale, Wis., remonstrating
against the repeal of the duty on imported tobacco, which was
ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of Charles MeCumber, of Bur-
lington, Wis., and a petition of the Federated Trades Coun-
cil of Milwaukee, Wis, praying for the repeal of the duty on
hides, which _were ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of the Wisconsin Natural His-
tory Society, praying for the repeal of the duty on lumber,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. GUGGENHEIM :

A bill (8. 2306) granting a pension to Etta B. Stewart:

G A bill (8. 230T) granting an inecrease of pension to David S,
reen ;

A bill (8. 2308) granting an increase of pension to S:ira B.
C. Stephenson (with the accompanying papers) ;

A Dbill (8. 2309) granting an increase of pension to Charles
Critchell (with the accompanying papers) ;
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